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ABSTRACT
Perspectives from the Streets and the Classrooms in the Same ‘Hood:
Linguistic Landscapes of Sunset Park, Brooklyn
by
Luis Guzmán Valerio
Advisor: Ofelia García
This dissertation studies the linguistic landscape of the neighborhood of Sunset Park, in
Brooklyn, New York by taking into account both a main commercial avenue and a public
school with a dual language bilingual program in English and Spanish. Sunset Park is a
multi-ethnic and immigrant neighborhood (Hum, 2014). While research has been done into
the linguistic landscape of streets, cities, and communities, on the one hand, and about the
linguistic landscape in education, on the other, the co-existence of these two in the same
context has barely been studied (cf. Maldonado, 2015). This dissertation makes a
contribution to the field of Linguistic Landscape Studies by taking both into account.
Building on Gorter and Cenoz (2014), I ask: How do the linguistic landscape of the
community and the school compare and what meanings can we infer from the difference
about the power relations between English and Spanish? Samples of the linguistic
landscape of the street and that of the school were collected, counted, and codified
according to named language(s), monoglossic or heteroglossic language representation,
informative or symbolic message function, and top-down or bottom-up authorship. The
streetscape and the schoolscape followed several of the same tendencies in terms of a
preponderance of English, a monoglossic representation of language, a preponderance of
informative messages, and mostly bottom-up authorship of the signs. However, the school
evidenced a stricter separation of languages and a greater percentage of monolingual signs.
iv

It was also found that Spanish/English bilingualism has political power by being used on
signs of community and political organizing. Finally, the linguistic landscape of both the
school and the street are connected to the cyberscape.

v

RESUMEN
Esta disertación estudia el paisaje lingüístico del vecindario de Sunset Park, Brooklyn, en la
Ciudad de Nueva York, tomando en consideración tanto una principal avenida comercial
como una escuela pública con un programa bilingüe dual en inglés y español. Sunset Park
es un vecindario multiétnico y de inmigrantes (Hum, 2014). Varios estudios de
investigación se han llevado a cabo sobre el paisaje lingüístico de calles, ciudades y
comunidades, por un lado, y sobre el paisaje lingüístico en la educación, por otro. Sin
embargo, la coexistencia de los dos en el mismo contexto apenas se ha estudiado (cf.
Maldonado, 2015). Esta disertación contribuye al campo de los estudios del paisaje
lingüístico al tomar ambos en cuenta. Partiendo del trabajo de Gorter y Cenoz (2014),
pregunto: ¿Cómo se comparan el paisaje lingüístico de la comunidad y de la escuela y qué
significados podemos inferir de la diferencia sobre las relaciones de poder entre el inglés y
el español? Se recolectaron muestras del paisaje lingüístico de la calle y de la escuela, se
contaron y se codificaron según lengua(s) nombrada(s), representación lingüística
heteroglósica o monoglósica, función simbólica o informativa del mensaje y autoría desde
arriba o desde abajo. Los paisajes lingüísticos de la calle y de la escuela siguen varias de las
mismas tendencias en términos de preponderancia del inglés, una representación
monoglósica del lenguaje, una preponderancia de mensajes informativos y una autoría
mayormente desde abajo en los letreros. La escuela, sin embargo, evidenció una separación
más estricta de las lenguas y un porcentaje más alto de letreros monolingües. Se halló
además que el bilingüismo en español e inglés tiene poder político al utilizarse en letreros
de organización comunitaria y política. Finalmente, tanto el paisaje lingüístico de la escuela
como el de la calle están enlazados con el ciberespacio.
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Chapter One: Linguistic Landscape Intersections
Introduction
The aim of this dissertation is to study how the linguistic landscape reflects the
power relations between English and Spanish by researching the linguistic landscape of a
neighborhood more broadly by taking into account both the streetscape and the schoolscape
of a public school with a dual language bilingual program in English and Spanish. While
languages themselves do not have power and do not engage in power relations, the users of
those languages do exercise agency and power because of their higher or lower place
relative to one another on the social pyramid. The different language policy players that use
the languages do exercise agency and power. There are certain players who have more or
less power to act upon the languages represented in the linguistic landscape. As a result,
named languages and the ways in which they are represented are positioned differently
according to a hierarchy of prestige and power.
There are agents such as big businesses ––credit card and soft-drink companies—
that potentially can produce what are called top-down signs. And there are agents, such as
small businesses and community based organizations that can produce what are called
bottom-up signs. Although these agents are not generally considered language-policy
makers, my contention in this dissertation is that they are, since the actions they take in
some way influence the way people perceive and use language, as they interact with
signage.
My interest lies in the neighborhood of Sunset Park specifically because it is a
multiethnic, migrant, and multilingual community (Hum, 2014). The neighborhood has a
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dense Latinx1 population and an important Asian (mostly Chinese) population (Bergad,
2011). Spanish and Chinese are the two mostly widely spoken Languages Other Than
English (LOTEs) in the U.S., in New York, and in Sunset Park. There are schools in the
neighborhood that offer Spanish/English and Chinese/English Bilingual Dual Language
programs as well2. Because of these characteristics, Sunset Park offers a good vantage point
to think about demographic and linguistic trends in New York City and in the U.S.
I chose Sunset Park to conduct my linguistic landscape study for two main reasons.
The first reason has to do with the high number of Latinxs in the neighborhood, alongside
Chinese and English speakers, as well as its growing gentrification. The second reason is
that I was familiar with the school with the dual language bilingual program and wanted to
gather comparative data with the neighborhood.
My basic assumptions are that the linguistic landscape of the community and the
school should reflect the languages used in the community, and that the linguistic landscape
of the school should reflect that of the community. I also assume that the street and the
school participate in the same linguistic ecology, meaning that the students who are using
English and Spanish in the school are doing so in the neighborhood in which the school is
located as well. Like Zentella (2005) said, “Classrooms with a dual vision, in which
students and teachers are constructing a multilingual culture with an international
perspective, will achieve both the educational outcomes valued by local communities and
I have decided to use the term ‘Latinx’ instead of ‘Latino(s),’ ‘Latino/a,’ or ‘Latino@’
throughout this dissertation in order to (1) distance myself from the morphologically
implied, male-dominated language of the term ‘Latino,’ (2) in order to acknowledge that
gender is not binary, and (3) in order to put more myself into this dissertation as a gay and
queer man. It is also a way of queering language or making it queer. For a discussion of the
term ‘Latinx’ see Scharrón-Del Río and Aja (2015).
2
The New York City Department of Education website does not specify the variety of
Chinese that is taught.
1

2

those needed for social, economic, and political participation in today’s simultaneously
expanding and shrinking world” (p. 181). Having more knowledge about how language is
being used in the linguistic landscape of this community would help educators make
connections between what happens inside the school and in the students’ community. My
reading of the linguistic landscape in Sunset Park revealed social, economic, and political
conflict in the community around issues of gentrification, police brutality, various forms of
discrimination, immigration, and political organizing. Teachers in any classroom would be
amiss to turn their backs on the issues relevant to the lives of their students.
My research questions build on the work of Landry and Bourhis (1997) and Cenoz
and Gorter (2014), who have theorized on the use of named languages in the linguistic
landscape within the field of Language Politics, Planning, and Policy (language policy,
henceforth). As we will see in Chapter Two, I focus my literature review on the intersection
of Linguistic Landscape Studies (henceforth, LLS) and language policy, Urban Studies, and
Education. Even though my theoretical approach began in the fields of sociology of
language and language policy, my findings have led me to take into consideration the
literature on protest and contestation (Martín Rojo, 2012). My overarching research
question is:
How does the linguistic landscape of the community and the school compare and
what meanings can we infer from the difference about the power relations between English
and Spanish?
As I said, my research interests lie within the study of language in society. I break
down my overarching research question in Chapter Four where I detail the study design, the
sub-questions, and provide a definition for what I consider a linguistic landscape token.
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Also in Chapter Four I detail the corpus or data set that consists of 2,723 streetscape
tokens and 213 schoolscape tokens or items of analysis. I began analyzing these tokens by
coding them within a language policy framework quantitatively, but my findings led me to
consider protest, resistance, and contestation in the linguistic landscape and the political
force of English-Spanish bilingualism. I also took into account the demographic data in
order to contextualize my study in Chapter Three. Studying the linguistic landscape from a
language policy perspective tells us how languages are being used in the public sphere by
considering the language policy players, the function of the signs, the languages used in the
signs, and how those languages are represented in the same sign.
LLS lends itself to various theoretical and methodological approaches, including
quantitative, as well as qualitative approaches. In terms of analyzing the corpus or study
sample, the researcher can focus on the linguistic landscape of a school, a street, a
neighborhood, a city, several cities, or make comparisons between samples of the linguistic
landscape of federal states, provinces, or nation-states. Among other scholars, Angermeyer
(2005), Backhaus (2009), Aiestaran, Cenoz, and Gorter (2010), Ben-Rafael and Ben-Rafael
(2010), Blackwood (2010), Coluzzi (2009; 2012), Du Plessis (2010), Gorter and Cenoz
(2014), and Lüdi, Höchle, and Yanaprasart (2010) have used a quantitative methodology in
order to provide a tally of the number and type of signs and have compared this to the
demographic data for speakers of particular languages. Several linguistic landscape studies
have examined the linguistic landscape in education (e.g., Brown, 2012; Gorter & Cenoz,
2014). Others have studied the linguistic landscape of neighborhoods (e.g., Barni & Bagna,
2010; Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, Amara, & Trumper-Hecht, 2006; Blommaert, 2013;
Blommaert & Maly, 2014). Barni and Bagna (2009; 2010; 2015) have shown that counting
linguistic landscape signs and situating them within a city map can tell us what languages
4

are spoken in which neighborhoods and by whom. Bogatto and Hélot (2010) used
qualitative methodologies to study the linguistic landscape of the Quartier Gare
neighborhood in Strasbourg, France.
Many studies of the linguistic landscape at the street level or inside businesses,
churches, and government buildings have been conducted. In addition to this, there are a
number of linguistic landscape studies in education and just a few in classrooms. The coexistence of these two in the same context has barely been studied (cf. Maldonado, 2015).
My study adds to the literature by considering both domains –the street and the classroom–
within the same neighborhood community context. The school where I collected my
schoolscape data is a few meters away from the avenue where I collected the streetscape
data. Studying the linguistic landscape of the school will give us a better idea of the place
of the school in the linguistic landscape of the neighborhood as a whole and of the language
ecology of the school.
My proposed research study forms part of the field of LLS as an interdisciplinary
area of study. It stands at the intersection of LLS and language policy, and includes the
larger society context (Urban Studies) as well as the education context. Although I devote
much attention to this in the next chapter dedicated to the review of the literature, I
introduce the field here.
Linguistic Landscape Studies
LLS is a relatively new direction of research in sociolinguistics. LLS uses visual
representations of language on display, and as such a written corpus, as its primary
corpus of analysis. Language in its printed form surrounds us. In urban settings verbal
signage abounds because it is a way to communicate with many people. Urban centers are
also places where groups of people congregate. Cities are places of language contact and
5

multilingualism because of the different people who live and are educated there, and
participate in all types of activity. Scholars such as Gorter (2006a), Cenoz and Gorter
(2006; 2008; 2009), and Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, Amara, and Trumper-Hecht (2006) have
used LLS to study globalization, societal multilingualism, public space, and minoritized
languages.
Following Ben-Rafael (2009) and Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, and Barni (2010), I take a
sociological approach to the study of the linguistic landscape and thus it could be said that
this study in particular falls within the study of language in society. (For a discussion of the
sociology of language as separate from sociolinguistics, see Labov, 1994.) LLS seeks to
answer the question of how language in the landscape is used in society or what the uses
given to language in that specific domain are, i.e., what can we know by studying the
linguistic landscape that would otherwise not be obvious or that other approaches to the
study of language in society would not reveal.
Verbal signage can exist for any number of reasons: to communicate official
business and regulations, to attract consumers, as a display of identity; and in public
schools as a way of making language visible in public texts in classrooms. To paraphrase
Gorter (2006a), the linguistic landscape data is not meant to indicate the linguistic
composition of a place as a whole, but simply as an illustration of how and why language is
being used in visual displays. The linguistic landscape includes all visual representations of
verbal language in print signage, posters, labels, awnings, murals, brochures, t-shirts, etc.
on public display and demarcated within the frame or border of the sign (Blackwood,
2015). It is on traffic signs, shop awnings, billboards, posters, and street advertisements
(Gorter, 2006a). While I have decided to limit my research to static representations of
written language, other LLS scholars have broadened the meaning of linguistic landscape to
6

include such things as t-shirts people wear (Coupland, 2010 & 2012) and linguistic
soundscaping (Pappenhagen, Scarvaglieri & Redder, 2016).
Linguistic Landscape Studies can tell us about linguistic vitality (cf. Landry &
Bourhis, 1997) and is an interdisciplinary field, which can use types of inquiry drawn from
sociology (Ben-Rafael, 2009), ethnography (Blommaert, 2013; Blommaert & Maly, 2014),
semiotics (García, Espinet, & Hernández, 2013), and critical discourse analysis (Martín
Rojo, 2012), among other disciplines. Linguistic vitality refers to the use of a language
among the population in various modes –speaking, listening, reading, and writing–
including the linguistic landscape.
Sociolinguists interested in language policy among them Landry, Bourhis, Cenoz,
and Gorter have researched the role the linguistic landscape plays in language vitality,
minoritized3 language rights, and reversing language shift. LLS can use quantitative and
qualitative research methods (Blackwood, 2015). LLS stands on its own because, as a field,
it can reveal what is not readily apparent about language use in a community and about the
relationship between languages that other theoretical approaches or methodologies on their
own fail to capture or articulate (Barni & Bagna, 2015; Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, Amara, &
Trumper-Hecht, 2006; Gorter, 2006). As we will see in the upcoming chapters, my own
research into the linguistic landscape of Sunset Park reveals how the linguistic landscape is
used not only for the purposes alluded to before, but also to protest, resist, and contest. In
addition to this, the streetscape is also linked to the virtual linguistic landscape or
cyberscape.
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For a study of minoritized languages in the linguistic landscape in the U.S. context, see
Leung and Wu (2012). This will be discussed more in depth in Chapter Two.
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Although LLS is a growing field of study, there are only a few studies that focus on
the linguistic landscape of schools and classrooms. In a seminal study, Landry and Bourhis
(1997) surveyed 11th and 12th grade francophone Canadian high school students and found
that they reported the availability of written language in the school as having a positive
impact on their linguistic attitudes. Brown (2012) studied the linguistic landscape of
schools in southeastern Estonia where Võro is a minoritized language using ethnographic
methods. Gorter and Cenoz (2014) used a quantitative methodology to study the linguistic
landscape of schools in the Basque Country where education is in Basque, Spanish, and
English. They found that more than half of the signs were in Basque, which was a surprise
given that Spanish dominates in the social context. Cenoz and Gorter (2008) found that the
multimodality of the linguistic landscape could be used in various ways to foster the
acquisition of an additional language: to provide pragmatic information, to aid
comprehension in multilingual contexts, to increase vocabulary, and to aid in vocabulary
acquisition. These various uses of the linguistic landscape in language acquisition can help
students to become bilingual. Dagenais, Moore, Sabatier, Lamarre, and Armand (2009)
used the linguistic landscape of the surrounding communities to raise the linguistic
awareness of school children in Vancouver and Montréal, Canada, where French and
English are both official at the federal level, but the linguistic reality of the children is very
different due to demographics and language legislation at the provincial level. Sayer (2010)
provides an account of using the linguistic landscape as a resource to teach English as a
foreign language in Oaxaca, Mexico.
Linguistic Landscape Studies and language policy.
According to Spolsky (2004), societies have language practices, ideology and
beliefs, and language management and planning. We are most familiar with official
8

language policies carried out by powerful government agencies, which fall under language
management and planning. In what follows, I introduce the basic concepts of language
policy, but will elaborate on these concepts and on how they apply to LLS in Chapter Two.
Language practices includes how individuals use sounds, words, sentence structure,
and intonation to denote social situations such as social and economic status or class, race
or ethnicity, degree of formality or informality, politeness, and use language for academic
or social ends (Spolsky, 2004). Language practices are about how we are socialized through
language and its linguistic forms. Ricento (2014) provides several examples of how the
language practices of individuals can lead to types of language discrimination based on
how other interlocutors interpret the speakers’ language as indicative of things like school
readiness or nationality.
Language ideology and beliefs refers to cultural conceptualizations about language.
The United States, for example, is a multilingual society that is conceptualized and
imagined as a monolingual nation-state (Silverstein, 1996). English is thought of as the
language of power and the hegemonic language. It is widely accepted that English is the
language of opportunity and upward economic and social mobility, despite plenty of
evidence to the contrary (Zentella, 1997). LOTEs are thought of as the languages of
immigration, despite having a history and a place in North America (Leung and Wu, 2012).
The ideology of conceptualizing LOTEs strictly as immigrant languages places them
outside of the U.S. in alien and foreign landscapes therefore justifying the minoritization
and disenfranchisement of their speakers.
Language management and planning refer to efforts by governments, nongovernmental organizations, and private individuals to have an effect on the role and the
place of a language in society (Spolsky, 2004). A legislative body, for example, embarks
9

upon language management when it decrees English the official language of the state, as
has occurred in the majority of the states and territories in the U.S. International bodies
such as NATO, the International Monetary Fund, and the World Bank engage in language
management when they decide upon English a working language (Ricento, 2014).
International corporations, for example, practice language management when they choose
English as a working language for internal communications and employee training.
Families can also exercise language management when they choose to enroll their children
in a dual language bilingual program. Lastly, language academies such as the Academia
Norteamericana de la Lengua Española engage in language planning when it is contracted
by the federal government of the U.S. to oversee the translation of U.S. federal government
websites and forms into Spanish (ANLE, 2012).
Language policies can then be said to either be handed down by governmental
agencies and other powerful institutions from the top-down, or users of language can also
create their own language policies through their own agency and use as they negotiate their
language use (i.e., from the bottom of up) (Spolsky, 2004; Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997). The
top-down/bottom-up distinction is useful when studying the level at which language
policies are enacted and the impact that they might have. Generally, language policies have
more effect when they are enacted by powerful agents such as government. However, it is
well known that as people negotiate these policies, they themselves become in many ways,
policy makers (see especially Schiffman (1996) and Menken & García (2015) for
educators).
For LLS, the top-down/bottom-up distinction is useful because it helps us think
about the effect of signage produced by different actors. On the one hand are citizens or
small businesses that aim their signage at people in the community. On the other hand, are
10

big corporation that decide on a certain language or certain language practices to promote
or market their products.
Language policies can also be de jure (i.e., enacted by law) or de facto (i.e., used
according to custom). In the U.S., for example, there is no law that states that English is the
language of the law at the federal level, even though laws are written in English and the
branches of government generally use English as the working language. In addition to this,
English only is the policy in some states, although this is not so in New York State, the site
of my dissertation study. Although we could expect that signage would be in English, there
is no illegality in posting signs in languages other than English.
Language policy in education
There are states that have de jure language policies that impact how language is
used in education. In recent years, California, Massachusetts, and Arizona restricted access
to transitional bilingual education (García, 2009; García & Kleifgen, 2010; Spolsky, 2004).
In California, for example, families wishing to have their children in transitional bilingual
education had to personally apply. In other words, the decision to have transitional
bilingual education was not incumbent upon the state or the school district, but upon the
family. In 2016, voters in California decided to lift the restrictions on bilingual education in
order to make it easier for the state and school districts to offer all types of bilingual
education and better serve emergent bilingual students (Mitchell, 2016).
García (2009) traces not only the history of language policy, but also the history and
development of language policy in education in the U.S. She posits that attitudes towards
language policy and bilingual education in the U.S. have historically gone through periods
of greater or less tolerance and greater or less prohibition depending on the political
climate. Bilingual education, for example, has undergone a period of restriction beginning
11

with the passing of California’s Proposition 227 in 1998 and culminating in Massachusetts
with the passing of Question 2, both of which severely limited or outlawed transitional
bilingual education and favored an English language immersion approach to the teaching of
emergent bilingual students. However, there are signs that the political pendulum is moving
in the other direction towards greater tolerance of other languages in education. In 2016,
California held another referendum which lifted restrictions on bilingual education
(Mitchell, November, 2016). Currently, legislators in Massachusetts are undergoing
negotiations for the passage of a bill with the support of both houses of the legislature that
would also lift restrictions on bilingual education (Vaznis, July, 2017).
Positionality
My prior training is as a translator and my interests in societal multilingualism and
language policy began while I was working as a Spanish and Portuguese Quality Manager
in a large, multi-national translation company in New York and realized that even my
multilingual co-workers simply assumed that English was the official language of the
United States. In order to provide my co-workers with some documented proof of societal
multilingualism and language policy in the U.S., I referred them to James Crawford’s
Language Policy Website & Emporium (2015). My interest in language led me to the PhD
program for which I wrote this dissertation and to work as a Research and Management
Assistant with the City University of New York-New York State Initiative on Emergent
Bilinguals (CUNY-NYSIEB).
I myself was in a Transitional Bilingual Education program as a child here in New
York City and have become an advocate for bilingual education and language minoritized
communities as a result of my work with CUNY-NYSIEB. When I began working with
CUNY-NYSIEB, I realized that creating change in schools with multilingual populations
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by advocating for emergent bilinguals, using their bilingualism as a resource in education,
and creating a multilingual ecology in schools was something that I could stand behind and
research as a linguist. My work with CUNY-NYSIEB allowed my various linguistic
interests to coalesce and quite literally see what societal multilingualism could look like in
the linguistic landscape of communities and schools in New York State. Thus, it was by
going into schools and classrooms to document the work of CUNY-NYSIEB that my
interest in the linguistic landscape arose. My work with CUNY-NYSIEB taught me how
linguistics can be used to advocate for minoritized language students and the incorporation
of their languages in education. My research has taken me away from my desk out onto the
streets and into the school to gather data. The sum of these experiences and methodological
approach is a linguistics engaged with the social context and applied to the world in which
we live.
Conclusion
The aim of this dissertation is to learn about the linguistic landscape of Sunset Park,
Brooklyn, and about how the signage in that landscape attests to the power differences
between English and Spanish. This study will produce knowledge about the linguistic
landscape of a neighborhood, the linguistic landscape of a school with a dual language
English/Spanish bilingual program, and the relationship between both. My research
interests lie at the intersection of LLS, language policy, Urban Studies, and the education of
language minoritized children.
Linguists doing research at the intersection of these fields of study have theorized
the linguistic landscape as an extension of language policy in contexts where there tend to
be clear identifications and ideologies between ethnic-national groups and languages in
nation-states such as Canada and Belgium. However, the context of Spanish in the U.S. is
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different. Spanish in the U.S. is variably a minoritized language normalized as the language
of poor immigrants (even though it was an established founding language in the early
history of the territory). Thus, the way that the linguistic landscape is theorized either to
advocate for minoritized language rights or as an identity marker for a minoritized
ethnolinguistic group will have to be qualified and revised in the context of a Latinx
community in New York City.
Organization of this Dissertation
In this introduction, I have presented my topic and overarching research question,
defined linguistic landscape and LLS, introduced some approaches to LLS, and
contextualized LLS within other disciplines. Chapter Two includes a review of the existing
emergent scholarship on LLS and its intersection with language policy, Urban Studies, and
Education. In Chapter Three I discuss the sociolinguistic context of Sunset Park. Chapter
Four discusses the design of the study, the research questions, methods of data collection,
and the methodology. The findings to my research questions are presented in Chapter Five.
Taking on a critical approach about my own conceptualizations, in Chapter Six, I discuss
and critique the categories I used to classify my linguistic landscape tokens. In Chapter
Seven, I discuss the themes of political and community organizing which I found while
carrying out my quantitative study. Finally, Chapter Eight concludes this dissertation and
considers directions for future research.
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Chapter Two: Linguistic Landscape Studies. An Ordered Chaos?
Introduction
LLS is a relatively new field of inquiry and area of knowledge. There is no coherent
theory as a field of inquiry and theoretical and research directions are still being debated
(cf. Barni & Bagna, 2015; Blommaert, 2016).
Shohamy and Waksman (2009) argue “for a very broad view of linguistic
landscape,” since they say all texts are “situated and displayed in a changing public space
which is being redefined and reshaped” (p. 328). They do not view the linguistic landscape
as something static or fixed, but instead as something that is always changing and evolving,
much in the same way that public advertisements and billboards are replaced periodically.
For them, the linguistic landscape is part of the ecology of a place. As such, the study of the
linguistic landscape will reveal differences in the uses of the languages in the linguistic
landscape and even different ideologies expressed through language. They posit that the
linguistic landscape of any place can be used in education to teach students about the
multiple layers of a linguistic landscape text. No two linguistic landscape tokens look the
same because no two linguistic landscape tokens occupy the same geography. This is why a
mapping technique in LLS has been fruitful for some scholars such as Barni and Bagna
(2009; 2010; & 2015), even though, according to Shohamy and Waksman (2009), this is
just the tip of the iceberg. In education, for example, Shohamy and Waksman posit that
students need to be taught to notice and be aware of “the multiple layers of meanings
displayed in the public space” (pp. 327-328).
In their introduction to Linguistic Landscape in the City, Ben-Rafael, Shohamy and
Barni (2010) acknowledge that linguistic landscape research brings together scholars from
different disciplines: psychology, sociology, sociolinguistics, and cultural geography,
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among others. They endeavor to delineate the field of linguistic landscape research as one
in which common questions are asked and common answers are found. LLS is
interdisciplinary and multimedia as it often uses photographs of linguistic signage on public
display as part of research on language and as part of its primary source data.
The linguistic landscape itself is chaotic because it is the result of the interaction of
multiple processes (Blommaert, 2013). I will begin this literature review by considering the
relationship between LLS and societal multilingualism. Then I will review seminal research
and studies in LLS. I will then consider some of the sociological theories of the linguistic
landscape. After considering the theoretical approaches that I draw from for this
dissertation, I will take into account the literature review on LLS and the disciplinary
intersections that are important for this study, namely: LLS and language policy, LLS and
Urban Studies, and LLS and Education. While this review of the literature in LLS is not
exhaustive, it provides an overview of the different types of LLS conducted and has
allowed me to situate myself within LLS.
LLS and its Relationship to Societal Multilingualism
The linguistic landscape can be defined as language that is seen on display in the
visual and verbal signage. Attention to the linguistic landscape began with the desire of
officially multilingual nation-states such as Belgium (cf. Ben-Rafael & Ben-Rafael, 2015)
and Canada to use the official languages on public signs (Landry & Bourhis, 1997). Thus,
in Belgium and Québec, the linguistic landscape has been used to signal to speakers when
they have moved into a territory where one of the official languages dominates. In countries
such as Canada and Belgium language activists have fought for the right to have the
minoritized languages used in the linguistic landscape in order to prevent language shift
and encourage language revitalization (Landry and Bourhis, 1997). However, the definition
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of linguistic landscape is not limited to the verbal signage of official government signs.
Linguistic landscape also includes commercial and private signs, as well as advertisements.
My introduction to the study of the linguistic landscape and societal multilingualism
began, for the most part, with a special issue of the International Journal of
Multilingualism edited by Durk Gorter (2006). It has served to guide my thinking on
linguistic landscape and has done a lot to set the tone for research in LLS. Gorter considers
several definitions of linguistic landscape and seeks to answer what the object of study of
linguistic landscape research is. LLS is a new approach to multilingualism because it uses
the linguistic landscape as its primary corpus or source of data in the study of language in
society. The linguistic landscape has always existed (cf. Coulmas, 2009), but most studies
in sociolinguistics and other fields overlooked its presence and relevance. Gorter also
discusses the methodology of studies in linguistic landscape and what constitutes an object
or sign in the linguistic landscape.
LLS can examine societal multilingualism from a variety of theoretical approaches.
In their study of the linguistic landscape of Israel and East Jerusalem, Ben-Rafael,
Shohamy, Amara, and Trumper-Hecht (2006), for example, studied the symbolic use of the
linguistic space as four different ethnic groups constructed public space. The researchers
concluded that Russian immigrants where using Russian, while using Hebrew; PalestinianIsraelis prefer the Hebrew-Arabic language combination; East Jerusalem Palestinian the
English-Arabic combination; and Israeli Jews the Hebrew-English combination. There is
multilingualism in Israel, but the researchers concluded that different ethnic-national
groups made use of different language combinations
As we said in Chapter One, Landry and Bourhis (1997) conducted a metastudy of
11th and 12th grade francophone high school students in all of Canada’s provinces. In a
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subsequent study on the relationship between the linguistic landscape and speakers’
linguistic attitudes in Hispanic and Anglo 8th and 9th grade students, Dailey, Giles, and
Jansma (2005) verified the findings of Landry and Bourhis (1997), namely that the
linguistic landscape exists in a feedback loop relationship with speakers of a speech
community.
Barni and Bagna (2010) examined the presence of immigrant languages in the
linguistic landscape and its relationship to language vitality in several Italian cities: Chinese
in Rome and Prato, Romanian in the areas around Rome and Florence, and Russian and
Ukrainian in Ferrara and Arezzo. The authors define an immigrant language as one which
was present and used in social interaction and the linguistic landscape. Chinese was deemed
to be an important immigrant language in Rome and Prato, but in both cities the language
regimentation by the authorities was different. The local authorities in Rome negotiated an
agreement with the Chinese community requiring the translation of the Chinese business
signs into Italian. In exchange, the government of the city of Rome was required to provide
Italian language classes for Chinese immigrants, translate certain laws into Chinese, and
educate the Chinese immigrant population about the laws with which they had to comply.
The city of Prato took a much more aggressive approach to regimenting the use of the
Chinese language. In Prato, the Chinese businesses had to provide signs in which Italian
was on top and the Chinese on the bottom. Businesses, which did not comply with this
ordinance, were fined and had their signs blackened out. In contrast to Chinese, Romanian
in Rome, and Russian and Ukrainian in Ferrara and Arezzo had a minimal presence in the
linguistic landscape, since most speakers of these languages were female and employed as
domestic workers in people’s homes. Being the biggest immigrant group in an area, as is
the case with Romanians in Rome, did not necessarily translate into a high incidence of the
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language in the linguistic landscape. Barni and Bagna (2010) concluded that the
relationship between ethnolinguistic vitality and linguistic landscape depends on linguistic,
extra-linguistic, and contextual factors. In Italy, even where Chinese immigrants constitute
a low percentage of the population, the language could have a high incidence in the
linguistic landscape. As a matter of fact, in this case, de jure language policy and ItalianChinese bilingualism in the linguistic landscape of Prato and Rome was the result. In
Rome, the authorities agreed to provide Italian language classes and to translate some laws
into Chinese. In Prato, not only did the small businesses have to provide bilingual signage,
but the local government did so as well. In both cases, it seems like language policies were
negotiated with community groups. This research into the immigrant languages of Italy has
implications for language policy and urban studies. Before considering the intersection of
LLS and these other disciplines, however, I would like to consider sociological theories of
the linguistic landscape because these have formed the foundation of thinking and research
in LLS, especially in the conception of top-down and bottom up flows in the linguistic
landscape.
LLS and its Relationship to other Sociological Theories
In “A Sociological Approach to the Study of Linguistic Landscapes,” Ben-Rafael
(2009) outlines several sociological theories and their application to linguistic landscape
analysis. The linguistic landscape can be seen as a “social fact,” following Durkheim
(1964/1895; as cited in Ben-Rafael, 2009). As a social fact, the linguistic landscape exists
independently of the individual. It exists a priori. Under a Gestalt perspective, the different
elements making up the linguistic landscape can be seen as elements of one structured
setting. Following Goffman (1963; 1981; as cited in Ben-Rafael, 2009), the linguistic
landscape can be seen as a “presentation of self.” The “presentation of self as a principle of
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structuration” analyzes “social life from the viewpoint of how actors aim at desired goals
by articulating their appearance and presenting to others advantageous images of
themselves” (ibidem, p. 45). In other words, the makers of signs, small businesses, and
community-based organizations represent themselves in linguistic landscape signs, as do
non-governmental organizations, government agencies, and big corporations. These
different entities are actors in the linguistic landscape. Different elements in the linguistic
landscape converge because they have a common intended audience. Likewise, different
groups of items in the linguistic landscape diverge because the authors of these items have
a different target audience and they wish to set each other apart from one another.
Top-down vs. bottom-up perspectives in LLS.
The Bourdieusard perspective (Bourdieu, 1983; 1993; as cited in Ben-Rafael, 2009),
or power-relations perspective, in linguistic landscape analysis conceives of the linguistic
landscape as symptomatic of the forces of power at play in a society. Small shop owners
are relatively weak players and form part of the bottom-up force. The same might be said of
minoritized language communities. Corporations and governmental bodies might be
conceived of as top-down forces. Likewise, the same might be said of majority language
communities.
Methodologically Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, Amara, and Trumper-Hecht (2006) made
a distinction between bottom-up and top-down signs. Top-down signs are official in nature
and include the signs exhibited by state and municipal governments, such as government
agencies, offices, and the courts. Bottom-up signs are put out by shop owners or product
advertisers or individuals who want to communicate a message with the intention of selling
a product or providing a service or a piece of information. In bottom-up linguistic
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landscape signs there is more of a choice on the part of individuals and small businesses in
terms of language use.
Language Policy
The field of LANGUAGE POLICY concerns itself with status planning, and corpus
planning (Backhaus, 2009; Haugen, 1972; Fishman, 2000), as well as acquisition planning
(Cooper, 1989). Haugen (1972) documented status planning, corpus planning, and
acquisition planning in Norway. When Norway gained independence from Denmark, the
status of the varieties of Norwegian vis-à-vis Danish had to be planned. Status planning
refers to “those language planning actions regulating the use of a language” (Backhaus,
2009, p. 198). This implied selecting a variety of Norwegian for governmental and
educational purposes. However, in the case of Norway, it was decided that two varieties
would be standard: Bokmål and Nynorsk. Once these two varieties were agreed upon, the
next step in the application of language policy was corpus planning. Corpus planning
makes reference to those language planning actions that aim to fix or modify the form of
the language. This meant creating grammars, dictionaries, and orthographies for each of the
two varieties of Norwegian. Finally, acquisition planning implied assuring that each variety
would be taught in school and ensuring that students would acquire the other variety when
instruction was primarily in one variety over the other.
Fishman (2000) points out, however, that the distinction between status and corpus
planning is not always so clear cut. According to Fishman, various corpus planning
activities have implications for the status of the language. For example, there are corpus
planning actions, such as Ausbau, purification, classicization, and uniqueness which aim to
differentiate and distance two varieties or dialects, which would otherwise find themselves
on a linguistic continuum. To continue with Haugen’s example above, Norwegians did not
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want their language to be considered a lowly dialect of Danish, Therefore, therefore corpus
and status planning actions of “building away” or Ausbau sought to choose those forms of
Norwegian which did not exist in Danish and to move as far away from the linguistic
influence of Danish as possible. These corpus planning actions sought to codify the
uniqueness of the varieties of Norwegian on which the new language, Nynorsk, was based.
With the same end in mind of moving Norwegian as farthest away as possible from Danish,
purification sought to rid the Norwegian language of Danish forms. Lastly,
vernacularization based Nynorsk on the local dialects or varieties spoken in Norway by the
people themselves. The processes described and theorized by Fishman are ongoing.
Processes of purification/regionalization, Aubau/Einbau, classicization/vernacularization,
and uniqueness/internationalization are heavily influenced by the linguistic ideologies
operant at any given time.
Ricento (2006) posits that in order for theories of language planning to be viable,
they must be applicable to real world situations. That is to say that there is no point to
theory for its own sake. In what follows, we will consider several studies at the intersection
of LANGUAGE POLICY and LLS.
Intersections of Linguistic Landscape Studies and language policy.
Language policies that address the linguistic landscape are a form of status planning
of the language(s) in question. Concerns surrounding the linguistic landscape began in
officially multilingual societies such as Canada and Belgium (Landry and Bourhis, 1997;
Bourhis and Landry, 2002; Ricento, 2013; Ben-Rafael & Ben-Rafael, 2015), thus making
the linguistic landscape a direct consequence of official language policies, at least in some
contexts. Linguistic landscape signs aimed at citizens can be top-down or bottom-up (BenRafael, Shohamy, Amara, & Trumper-Hecht, 2006; Ben-Rafael, 2009; Gorter & Cenoz,
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2014) and reflect the de facto or de jure language policies of the municipality,
administrative region, or nation-state in question. Linguistic landscape signs that are
bottom-up are grass roots and reflect the languages spoken by the inhabitants of the
municipality, city, or neighborhood, regardless of language legislation. Top-down linguistic
acts are those that reproduce the linguistic practices of the higher strata of society and tend
to favor languages of high prestige and economic value such as English, whereas bottom-up
linguistic acts are those that originate in the community where the language is spoken.
According to Ricento (2013), for example, the Official Languages Act of Canada had the
effect of requiring product labeling and signage in English and French, thereby effecting
the linguistic landscape. Language politics, planning, and policy can and do have an impact
on the linguistic landscape whether in a de facto or de jure context; whether the policies are
overt or covert, bottom-up or top-down. (For overt versus covert policies, see Schiffman,
2002).
In “Rules and regulations in linguistic landscaping,” for example, Backhaus (2009)
looks at the linguistic policies governing the linguistic landscape of Tokyo and Québec.
The two contexts are very different on the surface. However, if we compare the linguistic
landscape of language planning and policy in these two contexts in terms of status and
corpus planning, we find more similarities than differences. The status of a language
regulates its use and corpus planning aims to fix or modify its form. The status of a
language is regulated by linguistic legislation or the lack thereof and corpus planning
generally concerns itself with the creation of dictionaries, the rules of orthography, and the
standardization of grammar. If we consider corpus planning, we find that in both cases the
policy sets rules for toponyms. The status planning of a language can include rules such as
the size of one language relative to other languages on a sign and when and which
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minoritized languages can be included. If we compare regulations on visibility, which are
about status planning, we see that in both cases the majority language, i.e. French or
Japanese, has to be more prominent. In Québec, the rules and standards for place names and
other geographical terminology are obligatory on public signs. In Tokyo, there are rules for
transliteration and translation of Japanese toponyms.
The fact that LANGUAGE POLICY can strictly regulate the linguistic landscape, as
in the case of Québec (Backhaus, 2009; Bourhis & Landry, 2002) is worth highlighting
because the status and esteem of a minoritized language can be raised by increasing its
presence in the linguistic landscape, even when people are not conscious of the distribution
of languages in the linguistic landscape. In another example of how the linguistic landscape
and LANGUAGE POLICY intersect, Aiestaran, Cenoz, and Gorter (2010) consider the use
of Basque, Spanish, English and other languages in the linguistic landscape of
Donostia/San Sebastián. This is a context where both Spanish and Basque are official
languages and de jure language policies are in place. The authors found that people’s
awareness of the distribution of official and non-official languages in the linguistic
landscape does in fact coincide with the actual distribution of the languages in the linguistic
landscape. However, language planning and policy in education and in the linguistic
landscape have contributed to the revitalization of Basque in Donostia/San Sebastián, as
well as elsewhere in the Basque Country. This further supports Landry and Bourhis’ (1997)
finding that the linguistic landscape contributes to the ethnolinguistic vitality of the
minoritized language.
In another example of the intersection of linguistic landscape and official language
policy, Coupland (2010) studied legislation protecting the Welsh language and bilingual
signage in Wales. In Wales, the study of Welsh is mandatory in secondary school until age
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16. Coupland points out that Welsh language revitalization has been a success story in
terms of reversing language shift. The number of Welsh speakers remained steady between
1981 and 1991 at 19%. By the 2001 census, the percentage of Welsh speakers rose to 23%.
A 1993 Act of the Parliament of the United Kingdom required public sector organizations
to treat English and Welsh on an equal basis. In 2008 The Welsh Assembly Government
published A National Action Plan for a Bilingual Wales. Coupland argues, however, that
despite the reversal in language shift in Wales, the insistence on parallel bilingualism could
actually lead to what he calls a non-community in Wales where some choose to favor
English and others choose to favor Welsh. Parallel bilingualism would mean having
neighboring communities in Wales functioning in one language or the other. The
implication being a move away from the bilingualism of the individual (García, 2009)
towards official bilingualism at the level of the administration of the state, similar to what
occurs in Canada (Ricento, 2013). Coupland considers language policing efforts such as the
inspection of websites, the insistence on bilingual signage, the standardization of place
names, and language legislation as being oppressive or suffocating more creative or
folkloric uses of language.
Official language policies, however, are no predictor of how different ethnic and
linguistic groups within a society will manifest their identities through language in the LL.
In the case of Israel, for example (Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, Amara, & Trumper-Hecht, 2006),
both Hebrew and Arabic are official languages. English has no official de jure status and is
used as an international lingua franca and a language of communication between ethnic
groups. English has a strong presence in Israel, but is not used as a second or third language
by all ethnic groups in the same way. Jews in Israel tended to prefer Hebrew and English.
Palestinian Israelis surprisingly tended to use Hebrew and Arabic in order to appeal to the
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wider society in which they live and attract Jewish customers and clients. East Jerusalem
Palestinians, who have refused Israeli citizenship since the incorporation of East Jerusalem,
prefer the Arabic-English combination. The Hebrew-Arabic-English combination was
mostly used in top-down signage. It is striking that the two Palestinian groups (i.e.,
Palestinian Israelis and East Jerusalem Palestinians) showed differing displays in the use of
language. This is consonant with Palestinian Israelis being more integrated into Israeli
society and being citizens of the State of Israel, versus East Jerusalem Palestinians.
According to Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, Amara, and Trumper-Hecht (2006) the Palestinians of
East Jerusalem mostly refused Israeli citizenship for reasons of nationalistic struggle and a
resistance to assimilation. Research into the languages of Israel (i.e., Arabic, English, and
Hebrew) reveals how individuals and communities interact with languages in the linguistic
landscape in a place where the languages have de jure or lingua franca status.
Language policy and linguistic landscape in the U.S.
The study of language policy and the linguistic landscape in the U.S. is nuanced and
complex. While there is no official language at the federal level, English is the hegemonic
language and the de facto language of law. However, this is not to say that there is no room
for Native American, minoritized, and immigrant languages. Several federal laws allow for
standardized testing in public schools, voter materials, and translation and interpretation
services, and teaching in minoritized languages. Likewise, there are a myriad of language
legislation laws at the state and municipal levels, with the majority of states having English
as the official language and other states having no official language (cf. Schiffman, 2002;
England, 20009). Instead of alerting readers of when they have moved from one linguistic
territory into another as Landry and Bourhis (1997) have thought about the linguistic
landscape, the U.S. linguistic landscape alerts readers to different ethnic enclaves. In what
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follows, I will review several examples of language policy at work in the linguistic
landscape in two different settings in the U.S.: Arizona and Washington, D.C.
An example of restrictive language policy and its impact on the linguistic landscape
in the U.S. comes from De Klerk and Wiley (2010) who considered the linguistic landscape
of two ethnic supermarkets named Lee Lee in the Phoenix metropolitan area, one in Peoria
and the other in Chandler. In 2000 Arizona voters passed “English for the Children,” which
severely limited the use of bilingual education in public schools. Then in 2006, the state
made English the official language, while it also made the teaching of English to
undocumented workers illegal. In addition to this, in 2008 the state signed into law tough
penalties for the hiring of undocumented workers. These restrictive conditions around
language and undocumented workers make the study of the linguistic landscape and
ethnolinguistic vitality in Arizona insightful because it allows researchers to know what
happens to minoritized languages in the linguistic landscape under oppressive language
policies. The minoritized population saw the use of its language curtailed in education
through restrictive language policies such as limited access to English classes for migrants
to only those who were documented and limited access to bilingual education to those who
were already bilingual. Making English the official language of a state that before 1848 was
part of Mexico and is now on the U.S.-Mexico border directly undermines the prestige and
esteem of Spanish, making it a minoritized language. In addition to this, the source of
livelihood for migrant workers was also under attack.
Despite these restrictive language policies and oppressive politics, however, De
Clerk and Wiley found a silver lining for minoritized language use from the bottom-up in
small businesses. The authors used data from the US Census American Community Survey
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for 2007, according to which 27.8% of the population in Arizona speaks a LOTE at home.
In Maricopa4 County, where Phoenix, Chandler, and Peoria are located, 27.5% of the
population speaks a Language Other than English (LOTE) at home. Spanish, German,
Chinese, Vietnamese, and Tagalog are the top LOTEs in Maricopa County. De Klerk and
Wiley considered the linguistic landscape in two store interiors, and store entrances. In the
store interior, product packaging included multiple languages, multiple scripts, and often
more than two languages or scripts. The community notice board in the store entrance
included multiple languages and multiple scripts. Sometimes the languages and the scripts
were separate, whereas other times no distinction was made. The authors found that
multiple languages were used in the store interior and store entrance of one store interior
and strip mall and specifically mentioned the planned use of English and Chinese in the
aisles. De Clerk and Wiley concluded that despite the dispersion of language minoritized
communities in a suburban setting, and despite the restrictive language policies, social
networks, commercial endeavors, and the trading of goods and services play a role in the
resilience of minoritized languages in the LL.
Unlike Arizona, Washington, D.C. can be considered a liberal context where there
are actually laws that favor the use of minoritized languages. Leeman and Modan (2009)
examined the development of the linguistic landscape of Washington, D.C.’s Chinatown.
Specifically, they looked at two periods of growth: the 1970s and the 1990s. The
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Maricopa County also happens to have been the county that had Joe Arpaio elected sheriff
for several terms. According to The New York Times, Mr. Arpaio targeted Latinxs with
immigration raids and traffic stops. He and his deputies were found guilty of violating the
constitutional rights of Latinxs in 2013. In July, 2017, Mr. Arpaio was found guilty of
criminal contempt for failing to end biased practices. In August, 2017, President Trump
pardoned Mr. Arpaio. (Fortin, 2017, August 27)
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development that took place in the 1970s encouraged more small business development, the
construction of subsidized housing, and more grass-roots political organization. The 1990s
contrasted sharply with the approach to urban development in the 1970s. Faced with a
fiscal crisis in the 1990s, the government of Washington D.C. sought to develop the
District’s Chinatown to attract businesses, consumers, tourists, and real estate developers.
The development of the District’s Chinatown led to gentrification and the displacement of
the Chinese ethnic population. Leeman and Modan’s (2009) study is an example of how
language policy can interact with urban policy.
Yanguas (2009) studied the linguistic landscape of the neighborhoods of Adams
Morgan and Mount Pleasant also in Washington, D.C. He used examples of the linguistic
landscape in English only, Spanish only, and in both languages. He tried to frame the
linguistic landscape in terms of language policy. The author, however, overlooks
Washington, D.C.’s official legislation such as the Language Access Act of 2004 and the
fact that the District offers dual language bilingual programs in the public education
system. Washington D.C. also encourages the use of Chinese (cf. Leeman & Modan, 2009).
Yanguas found that the English-only signs are more in tune with the English-only
movement, which emphasizes that English is the only language of access to opportunity
and economic advancement in the U.S. The bilingual signs were mixed. Some were
produced by the local government, some were the product of large businesses or
corporations, and some were the product of small, private businesses. The Spanish-only
signs were directed solely at the Latinx community in the Washington, D.C. area. There
was a McDonald’s ad mostly in Spanish and an ad from The Washington Hispanic
newspaper, which can be said to be from large business or corporations.
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Yanguas’ analysis could have been a bit more nuanced, however. The author failed
to incorporate theories of heteroglossia (Bailey, 2007) into his analysis. The concept of
heteroglossia allows linguists to theorize language use in a post-structuralist way by taking
into consideration the myriad ways in which speakers embody their cultural histories and
make meaning when they discourse. Bailey shows how the conversation of two Dominican
high school students embodies their histories as their speech uses features of Standard
American English, African American Vernacular English, Dominican Spanish, and popular
culture, for example. A heteroglossic way of studying language goes beyond the finite
codes of structuralism. Yanguas –and many other scholars of LLS– consider only named
languages as categories of study. Thus, if two or more named written languages or scripts
appear represented in the same sign, they are counted as two different monolingual tokens.
Some of the signs Yanguas considered monolingual were in fact bilingual representing two
languages jointly and not necessarily with the same message. For example, the ads for
McDonald’s and The Washington Hispanic are in fact heteroglossic ads which used both
English and Spanish in the signs for different messages. Yanguas failed to capture the
complexities of English and Spanish in the linguistic landscape of two ethnic enclaves in
Washington, D.C. and how they are related to language policy.
Urban Studies
Although seemingly chaotic on the surface, the linguistic landscape of a city center,
for example, or of any neighborhood for that matter, constitutes the distinctive linguistic
landscape configuration of any one specific part of a city, for nowhere else do the different
players (i.e. government agencies, schools, independent professionals, restaurants, small
businesses, etc.) come together in the same way. In the review of the research that follows,
we will consider what makes the linguistic landscape of urban spaces distinctive. I posit
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that the linguistic landscape must be studied locally and from the ground up. What LLS
proves is that the idealized, monolingual nation-state is indeed an imagined community.
Multilingualism, regional languages, and ethnic and immigrant enclaves in major
metropolitan areas make it an overgeneralization to speak of the linguistic landscape of an
entire nation-state. The linguistic landscape must be studied locally and from the ground up
even if repeating patterns and themes may be found from one locality to another. The
linguistic landscape of cities such as Washington, D.C. has been termed the cityscape or
streetscape by some authors to refer to the linguistic landscape of dense, urban areas.
As we have said, Barni and Bagna (2010) examined the presence of immigrant
languages in the linguistic landscape and its relationship to language vitality in several
Italian cities. Barni and Bagna (2010) concluded that the relationship between
ethnolinguistic vitality and linguistic landscape depends on linguistic, extra-linguistic, and
contextual factors.
Neighborhood cityscape.
Aiestaran, Cenoz, and Gorter (2010) use the term cityscape to refer to the linguistic
landscape of an urban area or city since the density of linguistic landscape signs is
relatively high in these areas. In “Multilingual Cityscapes,” Aiestaran, Cenoz and Gorter
(2010) follow up on previous research done on the linguistic landscape of the Basque
Country. They compare the multilingual cityscape of Donostia-San Sebastián with
residents’ linguistic attitudes. Cities are particularly interesting places to study the linguistic
landscape for several reasons, one of which is that there tends to be a high concentration of
linguistic landscape signs in cities aimed at consumers and citizens.
The cityscape or linguistic landscape of a city also reflects the demographics and
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languages spoken due to immigration. Ben-Rafael and Ben-Rafael (2010), for example,
study the linguistic landscape of French Jews in Sarcelles-Pletzel in France and in Natanya
in Israel. There has been a lot of recent immigration of French Jews to Israel due to a rise in
anti-Semitic sentiment in France. As more Jews have moved to Israel, the French language
and in this case, the linguistic landscape, have become a part of the multiculturalism of
Israel. Ben-Rafael and Ben-Rafael compare the current societal factors and present day
context to that which existed in the mid-twentieth century when the state of Israel was
created. In the mid-twentieth century, Israeli society emphasized the revitalization of
Hebrew and language policies were meant to foster the use of that language. The linguistic
context in Israel is different today.
Bogatto and Hélot (2010) consider the societal and demographic context of the
Quartier Gare in Strasbourg in their study of the linguistic landscape of the city. What
makes the Quartier Gare in Strasbourg such an interesting neighborhood to study is that it is
the most transient, as the railway station is located there, hence the name (gare meaning
“station” in French). It is also very diverse. Among its 12,000 inhabitants, 1,700 (13.5%)
are foreigners. The authors point out that despite the fact that there are international
institutions such as the Council of Europe and the European Parliament based in the city,
Strasbourg is officially monolingual. Strasbourg also holds the title of Capital of Europe.
The immigrant population originates mainly from North Africa (25%), Turkey (13%) and
Germany (10%). For this study, Bogatto and Hélot decided to focus on the bottom-up
linguistic landscape displays of commercial or shop-front signs. They see the bottom-up
linguistic landscape as a performance of identity and marking of territory. The authors
exhaustively photographed the 21 streets of the Quartier Gare and collected a corpus of 272
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photographs. Following Cenoz and Gorter (2006), Bogatto and Hélot (2010) considered
each shopfront or business façade as a unit of analysis, resulting in 170 units of analysis.
Signs in French, German, Turkish, Alsatian, English, Arabic, and Asian languages were
considered. Instead of adopting a detailed quantitative approach (cf. Ben-Rafael, Shohamy,
Amara, & Trumper-Hecht, 2006), they “focused their analysis on more qualitative issues
such as strategies of demarcation, identification and appropriation of space by the written
sign (p. 280).” Bogatto and Hélot concluded that their analysis and approach revealed a
number of linguistic varieties on display, a substantial number of multilingual signs, a
growing underlying linguistic diversity, and different modalities of contact.
Linguistic landscape in New York City.
Linguistic Landscape Studies of New York City have been conducted by
Angermeyer (2005) and García, Espinet, and Hernández (2013). Angermeyer (2005)
examined the linguistic landscape in Russian and English in Brooklyn, the same borough of
New York City where my study took place. He also considered commercial and personal
ads in Russian language newspapers printed in the U.S., which methodologically are in line
with Landry and Bourhis (1997) and which I would consider part of the interpersonal
network of linguistic contacts or linguistic ecology and not part of the linguistic landscape
per se. In terms of the linguistic landscape, several different phenomena were found.
Angermeyer found bilingual private business signage that utilized both English and
Russian. In some cases, there was more English present. What interested Angermeyer was
the mixing of Cyrillic and Roman scripts, or digraphia. Some signs revealed the use of both
scripts. Still other signs transliterated either Russian or English into the other language.
Some other signs included code switching in a predominantly Russian message. One
example of “food stamp” transliterated into Russian exhibited Russian morphology, while
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another sign used “food stamps” in English with Roman script. In terms of script choice for
English-origin items in Russian texts, only 12 tokens (signs and ads) actually mixed both
scripts. Angermeyer also found an interesting link between script and morphology. In
Roman script, 95% of the tokens that required a case marking did not have one; while in
Cyrillic script, this only happened 5% of the time. It was interesting to find evidence of
creative use of the two scripts. One sign for a lawyer, used letters which were common to
both alphabets, for example. There were nine examples of phone numbers that used letters
common to both alphabets. Still another bilingual sign, in Russian and Spanish, combined
Cyrillic script and block letters, along with the English “Singer” to mean “sowing
machine.” Angermeyer uses samples of the linguistic landscape and newspapers in Russian
and English to carry out a micro-sociolinguistic study of bilingualism. In addition to this,
his theoretical approach to bilingualism sees languages as being strictly separate and
boundaries between languages as a given. Like Yanguas (2009), Angermeyer (2005) does
not consider bilingualism from a heteroglossic theoretical perspective, i.e., as the linguistic
performance of bilingual individuals with one linguistic system.
García, Espinet, and Hernández’s (2013) study stands in sharp contrast with
Angermeyer’s (2005) study. García, Espinet, and Hernández considered two murals as well
as the surrounding linguistic landscape in the El Barrio or East Harlem neighborhood in the
Borough of Manhattan in New York City. Like Coupland (2010), García, Espinet, and
Hernández (2013) applied semiotic theory in their analysis. The first mural has a Puerto
Rican theme and is called The Spirit of East Harlem. It is located on 104th Street and
Lexington Avenue. The second mural has a Mexican and Zapatista theme and is called The
Zapatista. It is located on 117th Street between 2nd and 3rd Avenues. Both murals combine
English and Spanish linguistic elements. The Zapatista includes more Spanish than The
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Spirit of Harlem Mural, as well as a poem in Spanish. The Spirit of East Harlem mural
includes typical Puerto Rican neighborhood scenes of people playing dominos, playing the
cuatro, as well as a Puerto Rican flag. The authors considered the murals mestizo signs
because they combine elements of the visual arts as well as the linguistic elements of the
languages spoken in the community. The murals also reflect the bilingual reality of the
community, unlike other visual elements of the linguistic landscape in the neighborhood.
An analysis of the traditional language signs in El Barrio reveals that the linguistic
landscape around The Zapatista mural is almost entirely in English. Only one restaurant on
the same block as The Zapatista had signs in Spanish. García, Espinet, and Hernández
found that these signs were used to impose English and an American identity, to add new
Latinx customers, and to resist politically and improve the community. The block around
The Spirit of East Harlem on 104th Street included more Spanish use. The authors attribute
this to the growing prestige of Spanish around 104th Street and the embracing of Spanish by
the middle class.
Linguistic Landscape Studies in Education
The second step of my research into the linguistic landscape of Sunset Park is
studying the linguistic landscape in a school with a dual language bilingual Spanish/English
program. As I said before, only a handful of linguistic landscape studies have researched
the linguistic landscape inside schools.
In their foundational paper on the saliency of the linguistic landscape, Landry and
Bourhis (1997) surveyed 11th and 12th grade francophone Canadian high school students
and found that they reported the availability of linguistic landscape elements as having a
positive impact on their linguistic attitudes towards their own language. The linguistic
landscape acts in a feedback loop with speakers: the more they see their own language
35

practices in the linguistic landscape, the more they esteem it. Landry and Bourhis (1997)
also thought about the importance of the linguistic landscape for ethnolinguistic vitality.
This term refers to how much a language is being used in a society (cf. Giles, Bourhis and
Taylor, 1977). A language with strong ethnolinguistic vitality will have a high incidence of
presence in the linguistic landscape and be used in many different domains. The linguistic
landscape can positively effect the ethnolinguistic vitality of a language. According to
Landry and Bourhis (1997), the linguistic landscape in the minoritized language exists in a
feedback loop with the speakers of the minoritized language: a greater presence of the
minoritized language in the linguistic landscape encourages the minoritized language
population to hold the language in higher esteem; a lower presence or absence of the
minoritized language in the linguistic landscape promotes language shift as the minoritized
language is not seen as worthy of being represented in public. Landry and Bourhis (1997)
also posit that the presence of the minoritized language in the linguistic landscape does not
pose a threat to the majority language. Through their seminal study, Landry and Bourhis
(1997) empirically established the singularity of the LL, its importance in the interpersonal
network of linguistic contacts, and its relationship to ethnolinguistic vitality. Among all the
variables of the interpersonal network of linguistic contacts of the students (for example,
reading books, using the language with one’s peers and family, watching TV), the linguistic
landscape was found to be significant. Landry and Bourhis concluded that the promotion of
a linguistic landscape by linguistic planners and activists could aid in the development of a
minoritized language, regardless of the language’s ethnolinguistic vitality in areas where
the two languages compete. This is important because this evidence shows that where there
is a minoritized language, such as with Spanish in the U.S. or French in Canada, the
incidence of the minoritized language in the linguistic landscape can affect children’s
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attitudes towards the minoritized language.
Cenoz and Gorter (2008) consider the various ways in which the multimodality of
the linguistic landscape can be used in education: namely, to provide pragmatic
information, to aid comprehension in multilingual contexts, to increase vocabulary, and to
aid in vocabulary acquisition. Cenoz and Gorter argue that although it is difficult to
measure, the linguistic landscape can play an important role in Second Language
Acquisition (SLA). The authors examine several ways in which the linguistic landscape can
be instrumental in SLA. The linguistic landscape is not just about language and can provide
pragmatic information. Pragmatic competence refers to the communicative intent, such as
persuasion. The linguistic landscape is also multilingual. In today’s world, there are many
signs that use more than one language. Even in places where English is not an official
language, advertisements often use English along with the other language(s). In a context
where there are two official languages, they are both often displayed side by side in official
signs. This can be a good source of vocabulary input for learners of an additional language.
The linguistic landscape can also serve as a source of incidental learning. This refers to how
in observing the linguistic landscape, learners of an additional language can learn without
the intent to do so and learn one stimulus while paying attention to another. In addition to
this, the linguistic landscape can aid in the acquisition of literacy skills. Having two or three
languages in a sign can provide additional or different information. Information in the other
language(s) is also often paraphrased. This can aid readers in deciphering the message in
the additional language. The visual aids, the pragmatics of the sign, its multilingualism, and
different messages help to make up the multimodality of the linguistic landscape. Readers
use the visual cues as well as the linguistic and pragmatic ones to make meaning when
observing the linguistic landscape. As we will see below, Malinowski (2015) built upon
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Cenoz and Gorter’s (2008) findings when discussing spaces for the inclusion of the
linguistic landscape in education.
Dagenais, Moore, Sabatier, Lamarre, and Armand (2009) used the linguistic
landscape of the surrounding communities to raise the linguistic awareness of school
children in Vancouver and Montreal, Canada, where French and English are both official at
the federal level, but the linguistic reality of the children is very different due to
demographics and language legislation at the provincial level. For their study on language
awareness in children, Dagenais, Moore, Sabatier, Lamarre, and Armand worked with two
schools in Canada, one in Vancouver and another in Montreal. The children involved in the
study were fifth grade students. In both schools, the children were highly multilingual. In
the Vancouver school, the children were enrolled in a French immersion program. In the
Montreal school, all the children were immigrants or the children of immigrants. The
authors thought that the multilingual reality of the children would make them more
sensitive to the multilingualism around them. The researchers first gathered pictures of the
linguistic landscape on the streets of the respective community surrounding each school.
The purpose of this research study was to show how the linguistic landscape could be used
in a critical pedagogy to raise students’ linguistic awareness. In the first project described in
this chapter, the students in Montreal received a letter from students in Vancouver in which
they described the geographic location of the city, the languages spoken in the school, and
the climate. The students in Montreal decided to respond by creating a mural of their
favorite places in the city, as well as a photo album with short texts written by them. In this
first phase of the study, the researchers found that the children represented those places that
were important to them such as the library, the school, the plaza, and the park. In their
drawings, the children did not capture the multilingualism around them. They did not
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represent the linguistic landscape of their favorite places. In the second phase of this study,
the children were asked to take pictures on their own of the surrounding community. Then
they were asked to compare their pictures to those of the researchers. It was only then that
the children became aware of the linguistic landscape in the community around them and
spoke about the languages in the linguistic landscape. This study is an example of using the
linguistic landscape in education within the context of a minoritized language situation. It
also shows that children are not automatically aware of the linguistic landscape surrounding
them despite their own multilingualism.
Sayer (2010) provides an account of using the linguistic landscape as a resource to
teach English as a foreign language in Oaxaca, Mexico. For this study, Sayer randomly
took pictures of the English language linguistic landscape of Oaxaca, Mexico. His aim was
to do a qualitative content analysis and answer the question of why Oaxacans use English
on signs. He found that English in the linguistic landscape is advanced and sophisticated,
fashionable, cool, sexy, expresses love, and expresses subversive identities. In the second
part of his paper, Sayer proposes that the study of the linguistic landscape could be
incorporated into an English as a foreign language class. He says that students can be asked
to take pictures of the English linguistic landscape and propose their own analysis of it.
Sayer advocates for the study of English in social context and that students experience how
the language is used in the world around them.
In another example of how the linguistic landscape can be used to promote a
minoritized language, Brown (2012) carried out research in schools in southeastern Estonia
where Võro is a minoritized language using ethnographic methods such as interviews,
observations of classrooms, descriptions of the school environment, and the linguistic
ecology of the region. Võro is a minoritized language spoken in southeastern Estonia by
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approximately 5-8% of all ethnic Estonians. Brown asked whether teachers and school
administrators alter or reproduce dominant language ideologies in southeastern Estonia and
encourage the use of Võro by the students. Part of Brown’s research methodology for this
chapter focused on documenting the use of Võro in the linguistic landscape. However, one
of the things the author found was that while the minoritized language might not figure in
permanent on long-term displays, it could be found on display temporarily on blackboards.
She also found that the use of Võro varied depending on the space in the school.
Specifically, her research concluded that it matters whether the languages are displayed in
the school foyers, in classrooms, or in school museums. Her observations attest to the use
of the minoritized language in the classroom. She also posits that there are three factors
which condition the use of the minoritized language: (1) the grade level of the school and
community involvement, (2) the space within the school and teacher autonomy regarding
the use of that space, and (3) parental or administrative support for the use of the
minoritized language. When these factors are favorable, the children will feel safe using the
minoritized language and teachers can be surprised at how the language can come out of
hiding. One of the reasons why the use of Võro is being encouraged in the schools is
because of parental interest in reversing language shift. Brown’s findings suggest that the
school environment can create conditions that are favorable to this aim.
In another minoritized language context, Gorter and Cenoz (2014) researched the
linguistic landscape of schools in the Basque Country where education is in Basque,
Spanish, and a third language, which is usually English. What is special about “LL inside
Multilingual Schools” by Gorter and Cenoz (2014) is that it aims to provide a description of
the linguistic landscape in schools in the Basque Autonomous Community where Basque is
a minoritized language within the Spanish nation-state. For this study, Cenoz and Gorter
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(2014) studied a total of seven schools: three in the city of Donostia-San Sebastián and four
in surrounding smaller towns. In the Autonomous Basque Community, education is
multilingual. There are three models of curriculum design. The most common one uses
Basque as a medium of instruction, includes Spanish Language Arts instruction as all
students who are speakers of Basque also speak Spanish, and adds English as a third or
foreign language. Gorter and Cenoz (2014) visited a total of seven schools and “tried to
obtain a reasonably complete overview of the signs in a school.” They “took pictures of the
inside of classrooms visited, but also of the corridors, other rooms (e.g. library), and the
immediate surroundings” (p. 155). Gorter and Cenoz studied the function of signage inside
multilingual Basque schools. The authors collected a total of 534 photographs of signs as
identifiable units of analysis. A quantitative analysis of the signs revealed that 82% of the
signs were in only one language; 15%, in two languages; and only 3% in three or more
languages. Fifty-eight percent of the signs were in Basque only, which the authors consider
surprising given the fact that Spanish dominates in society; 16% included Spanish and
Basque and another language; and 16% as well were in English only. Spanish was found on
74 percent of the signs and 36 percent of the signs were only in Spanish. All other language
combinations had lower rates of occurrence. The authors found that the top-down
distinction was significant and that more than half of the signs were in Basque. In other
words, there is a tendency towards strict language separation and top-down language
policies in education can favor the minoritized language. Another finding was that the
several different types of signs were used for either an informative or symbolic function or
both. This implies that where the conditions of language policy are favorable to the
minoritized language, it will have a stronger presence in the linguistic landscape of schools.
Gorter and Cenoz found that language policies in education can reverse language shift and
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support multilingualism at the individual and societal levels.
In the U.S. context, Leung and Wu (2012) argue that in order to better understand
the disenfranchisement of minoritized languages, we must think of these diachronically.
Spaces that support minoritized languages in the U.S. are small, but one of the spaces
where minoritized languages receive support is in the various forms of language education
in the schools. In terms of the teaching of heritage languages in the U.S., Leung and Wu
consider the varieties of Chinese present in a Philadelphia’s Chinatown neighborhood and
advocate that all the varieties of Chinese need to be present in the heritage language
classroom. Chinese languages, in their many forms, have been present in the U.S. roughly
since the mid nineteenth century. Mandarin Chinese is a Less Commonly Taught Language
and other Chineses, which is the term these authors prefer to use, such as Cantonese, are
Truly Less Commonly Taught Languages. The study of the linguistic landscape of
Philadelphia’s Chinatown revealed that speakers were using both simplified and traditional
Chinese characters, combinations of both Chinese and English, and innovative
combinations of characters to communicate phonological meaning. In other words,
speakers were using all the linguistic resources at their disposal in a heteroglossic and
multilingual linguistic community, i.e., what scholars such as García and Li Wei (2014),
and Otheguy, García, and Reid (2015) call translanguaging. Despite having the
disadvantages of being a Less Commonly Taught Language in the case of Mandarin, or
Truly Less Commonly Taught Language in the case of Cantonese, the Chineses in
Philadelphia’s Chinatown seem to be alive and in dynamic interaction with one another.
The implications are for researchers and teachers to move away from conceiving of
heritage languages as solely immigrant languages and to look at the role of the community
when considering linguistic vitality diachronically. Leung and Wu also make a case for
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using the linguistic landscape of the community in the teaching of Chinese especially since
Cantonese might be the heritage language of some students, even though Mandarin might
be the language of the classroom.
Malinowski (2015) further considers the ways in which the linguistic landscape can
be used in language learning and argues for opening up spaces of learning in the linguistic
landscape. According to him, the use of the linguistic landscape in education has to go
beyond just vocabulary learning. In today’s world people interact with the linguistic
landscape in various ways and students learning language and using the linguistic landscape
have to do the same. Language learning in today’s heterogeneously stratified world goes
beyond structuralist paradigms of L1 and L2 or the first culture and the second culture (C1
and C2). Malinowski outlines three areas or “spaces” in the linguistic landscape and
proposes several ways of using these linguistic landscape spaces in education. These
linguistic landscape spaces are conceived, perceived, and lived spaces. Conceived spaces in
the linguistic landscape can be the result of official language policies, local mandates, and
urban planning policies, just like the linguistic landscape of a classroom is the result of a
course syllabus or curriculum. The conceived space in LLS in education can be used for the
critical reading, comparison, analysis, and evaluation of written and other types of texts.
Perceived spaces in the linguistic landscape are those that can be documented with a
camera. The perceived space “is the domain of spatial production most seen and analyzed
in the literature on linguistic landscape” (p. 107). The perceived space is the linguistic
landscape in terms of the presence of counted languages. The perceived space in LLS in
education can be used for students’ observations of decoding, collection and categorization
of signs, and textual discourse analysis. The lived space is symbolically experienced space.
Lived space goes beyond the surrounding signs, languages, and sounds of a community and
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is the sum total of the experience of all these things. The lived space in LLS in education
can incorporate ethnographically-informed investigation including interviews, participant
observation, walking tours, and mapping and writing activities.
As can be gleaned from this review of the literature of LLS in Education, there are
many reasons for studying the linguistic landscape of the community in conjunction with
the linguistic landscape of an educational setting. The linguistic landscape can affect
children’s attitudes towards their language when the children’s language is minoritized
(Landry & Bourhis, 1997). According to Dagenais, Moore, Sabatier, Lamarre, and Armand
(2009), the linguistic landscape of the surrounding communities can raise the linguistic
awareness of school children. Furthermore, there is a relationship between education
language policies as shown by Gorter and Cenoz (2014) and the use of the minoritized
language in the linguistic landscape of schools. Brown (2012) and Leung and Wu (2012)
consider some of the spaces that can be opened up in education to incorporate minoritized
languages. Finally, Malinowski (2015) further theorized how conceived, perceived, and
lived spaces in the linguistic landscape can be incorporated in education.
Conclusion
In this review of the literature, what stands out is that most of the research in LLS
has theorized the linguistic landscape as a visual representation of language policy. The
scholars that built on the work of Landry and Bourhis, such as Cenoz, Gorter, and Shohamy
have thought about the linguistic landscape from a language policy theoretical perspective
and about minoritized language rights and use specifically (i.e., Basque in Spain, German
and Flemish in Belgium, Frisian in the Netherlands, and Arabic in Israel). It is because I am
concerned with Spanish in the U.S. as a minoritized language that this approach to LLS has
most appealed to me. Language policy theoretical approaches has guided my thinking about
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the linguistic landscape for the most part. However, the findings that will be presented in
the following chapters have led me to consider methodological approaches that have been
used to study protest movements and the link between cyberspace and the linguistic
landscape. LLS is an interdisciplinary field and can encompass and make use of different
theoretical and methodological approaches (Ben-Rafael, Shohamy, and Barni, 2010). LLS
research brings together scholars from different disciplines. This theoretical and
disciplinary movement on the part of my own thinking speaks to the interdisciplinary
nature of LLS.
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Chapter Three: Sociolinguistic Context
New York as a Multilingual Society
New York has always been a multilingual city since its founding as New
Amsterdam. In the 17th and 18th centuries, Dutch, German, and Irish were common
languages, but these have given way to Spanish and Chinese in the 20th century.
According to the 1990 census, 20.42% of the population spoke Spanish at home. A
comparison of native born and foreign born Latinxs revealed that 64% of native born
Latinxs continued to use Spanish. According to the U.S Census 2011-2015 American
Community Survey, 24.55% of the New York City population speaks Spanish at home.
Using the 2015 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, 25.95% of native born
Latinxs spoke only English and 77.7% speak another language, which may or may not
include English to some capacity. Comparing 1990 to 2015, the percentage of Spanish
speakers in NYC has risen and the percentage of native born Latinx who speak Spanish has
also risen. García (1997) offers a historical overview of the New York City’s
multilingualism and makes suggestions for policy planners in the city’s government.
According to García (1997), the 1960s-1990s can be characterized by a policy of tolerance
towards LOTEs. In what follows, we will consider what policies New York City has in
place to accommodate multilingualism in the society at large and more particularly in
education. We will then discuss the demographics and multilingualism of Sunset Park more
specifically.
Language policy in New York City.
As we said before, there is an absence of de jure language policy laws at the federal,
state, and municipal levels in New York City. Unlike the Province of Québec (cf. Bourhis
& Landry, 2002) on the other side of the border, New York State does not have de jure
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laws regulating the languages that can appear on all public signs and the size of the font of
the promoted language relative to the other information on the sign. In addition to this,
unlike Canada, the United States does not have official languages at the federal level.
Instead, the U.S. has a series of laws at all three levels of government recognizing the rights
of minoritized language speakers to interpretation and translation services, bilingual
education, the protection of Native American languages, and the teaching of English and
strategically high-need languages (cf. Schiffman, 2002; Spolsky, 2004; England, 2009).
The intersection of the language policies of these three levels of government in New York
City can be said to result in chaotic and tolerant language planning.
Language policy in New York City is modeled after the federal Executive Order
(EO) 13166 dated August 11, 2000 entitled “Improving Access to Services for Persons with
Limited English Proficiency” (Spolsky, 2004). In New York City, Executive Order No. 120
(2008) set forth a “citywide policy on language access to ensure the effective delivery of
city services.” It mandated all city agencies that come into direct contact with the public to
implement a language access plan and to designate a Language Access Coordinator.
Services are to be provided in the top six languages spoken by the Limited English
Proficient population in New York City according to U.S. Census data. Specifically, the
executive order mandated all municipal agencies to develop a “language access policy and
implementation plan by January 1, 2009.” The policy required translation and interpretation
services and the training of city employees who deal with the public as to the nature of the
policy, among other accountability measures. The municipal executive order specifically
states that city workers and managers are to receive training in the requirement of the
policy and the services and documents available to Limited English Proficient persons. As
pertains to the linguistic landscape, the executive order calls for “posting of signage in
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conspicuous locations about the availability of free interpretation services.” This policy is
broad in that it impacts all city agencies and not just the Mayor’s Office of Immigrant
Affairs in advocating for immigrants and Limited English Proficient persons. However, the
policy takes a deficit view of multilingualism. The cited 25% of New Yorkers who do not
speak English as their primary language are seen as a problem to be reckoned with. The
policy does not celebrate multilingualism, but seeks to accommodate speakers’ “limited
English proficiency” as a linguistic disability. Explicit in the policy is the ideology (and the
fiction) that without English, immigrants and “foreign” language speakers cannot have
access to the city’s “civic, economic and cultural life.”
The linguistic policy of New York City for the linguistic landscape resembles that
of Tokyo (Backhaus, 2009) in that policies can differ by city agency and by neighborhood.
New York City Executive Order No. 120 (2008) mandates all city agencies to have a
Language Access Plan based on the capacity in which they come into contact with the
public to offer services. For example, the signage from the New York City Department of
Parks and Recreation usually include three named languages (as in Figure 1 below).
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Figure 1: The Official Multilingualism of the New York City Department of Parks & Recreation
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This sign from Sunset Park, which gives the neighborhood its name, includes four sign
systems: 3 named languages (English, Spanish, and Polish) and icons. I do not know why
the New York City Parks Department chose to have Polish on the sign. As we will see
below, Polish is one of the least spoken languages in the neighborhood.
Language in education policy in New York City.
In some states in the U.S., language policies in education are ruled by de jure
legislation. In New York State, language use in education is impacted by federal and state
regulations that have to do with accountability and testing (Menken, 2006; 2008; 2010;
2011). In 2002, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act was passed mandating standardized
testing in English, Math, and Science in order to measure school success. NCLB thus
inadvertedly impacted the language policy in education since schools were concerned with
results on standardized tests and thus promoted the use of English. Starting in the third
grade, students are now tested in English Language Arts (ELA) and Math in English. This
focus on assessment and accountability has been continued by ESSA (Every Student
Succeeds Act) of 2015. ESSA still mandates standardized examinations in English
(Education Week, 2015) from third through eighth grades. Furthermore, despite the fact that
the federal law allows minoritized language students to be tested in the home language for
up to three years, in practice few school administrators allow testing in a LOTE.
In New York City, the focus on accountability has meant that many bilingual
education programs have been eliminated and substituted by programs of English as a
Second/New Language. Although again, there is no de jure legislation mandating English
and forbidding the use of LOTEs in education, there has been a move toward the use of
English only because of the greater accountability through results in standardized tests.
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In another example of how linguistic landscape policy can differ by agency, the
New York City Department of Education offers welcome information in 10 languages:
Arabic, Bengali, Chinese, English, French, Haitian Creole, Korean, Russian, Spanish, and
Urdu, as seen in Figure 2 below. This sign is from the school where I did my data
collection, but it is found in all New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE)
schools. In a connection with the virtual linguistic landscape or cyberscape which we will
discuss further in Chapter Seven, the NYCDOE website also includes information in the
ten languages.

Figure 2: The Official Multilingualism of the New York City Department of Education

This multilingual sign from the New York City Department of Education is also an
example of poor language policy and planning. No signs were found at the school
informing families of their right to an interpreter nor of the language policy of the school.
The signs do not demonstrate any kind of top-down minoritized language policy in any way
or bottom-up school language policy. While language minoritized students have rights
articulated by CR Part 154 at the state level and by the Aspira Consent Decree at the
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municipal level, there was no signage at this school informing families of these policies.
According the García (2009), under the Aspira Consent Decree, children were first tested in
English and if found to be limited, they are then tested in Spanish. If the score on the
Spanish evaluation is higher, the children may be placed in a bilingual program, which this
school does offer. However, I did not find any signs promoting the school’s dual language
bilingual program in English and Spanish either.
While language minoritized students have rights articulated by the Commissioner’s
Regulation (CR) Part 154 at the state level and by the Aspira Consent Decree at the
municipal level, there was no signage at the school where I gathered my data informing
families of these policies despite the fact that the school has a dual language bilingual
education program in Spanish and English. Likewise, there were no signs informing
families of their right to translation and interpretation services nor of the language policy of
the school.
Sunset Park Linguistic Demographics
According to Google Maps, Sunset Park, Brooklyn, in Figure 3 below, runs from
39th to 65th Street and from Ninth Avenue to the waterfront on Upper New York Bay. This
roughly corresponds to zip codes 11220 and 11232.
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Figure 3: Map of Sunset Park

Sunset Park is sandwiched on the south Brooklyn waterfront between Park Slope and Bay
Ridge, two already gentrified neighborhoods. The neighborhood is separated from Park
Slope by Greenwood Cemetery and the Prospect Expressway. Further south, the Belt
Parkway, the Gowanus Expressway, the Leif Ericson Park Greenway, and series of rail
lines separate it from Bay Ridge.
Sunset Park, which gives the neighborhood its name, is located atop a hill between
Seventh and Ninth Avenues and 41st and 44th Streets. As can be appreciated in Figure 4
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(below), the park offers scenic views of upper New York Bay, lower Manhattan, and New
Jersey.

Figure 4: The View from Sunset Park

There are two main commercial strips in the neighborhood. Most Chinese
businesses in the neighborhood and what is referred to as Brooklyn Chinatown are located
on Eighth Avenue (Hum, 2014). Because I do not speak or read Chinese and because of my
specialization in Spanish Linguistics, studying the Chinese linguistic landscape was beyond
my own limitations and beyond the scope of this dissertation. For these reasons, I focused
my research of the linguistic landscape of Sunset Park on Fifth Avenue, which is also a
Business Improvement District, and on an elementary school with a dual language bilingual
program in English and Spanish.
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The Spanish speaking population in Sunset Park is numerous. Table 1 gives
information on the number of people in the two zip codes that correspond to Sunset Park –
11220 and 11232– who speak English or Spanish, measures of monolingualism or
bilingualism, and the percentages they represent.
Table 1: Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over

2011-2015 American Community Zip Code 11220

Zip Code 11232

Survey 5-Year Estimates
Languages Spoken at

Estimate

Percentage Estimate

Percentage

Total Population:

93,900

100%

27,348

100%

Speak only English

15,802

16.8%

7,059

25.8%

Spanish or Spanish Creole:

35,146

37.4%

14,073

51.5%

Speak only English or English

41,025

43.7%

15,393

56.3%

52,875

56.3%

11,955

43.7%

14,415

41.0%

6,436

45.7%

20,731

59.0%

7,637

54.%

Home

"very well"
Speak English less than "very
well"
Speak English “very well” and
Spanish
Speak English less than “very
well” and Spanish

Table 1 above from the U.S. Census Bureau shows the language spoken at home by
ability to speak English for the population 5-years and over in these two zip codes. It is
based on the 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. If we look at the
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numbers for zip codes 11220 and 11232, we see that people who self-report speaking only
English are the lowest in number. Out of a total of 93,900 people in Zip Code 11220,
15,802 or 16.8% self-report speaking only English and 35,146 or 37.4% speak Spanish or
Spanish Creole. In Zip Code 11232, out of 27,348 people, 7,059 or 25.8% self-report
speaking only English and 14,073 or 51.5% self-report speaking Spanish or Spanish Creole.
In other words, monolingual English speakers are a minority.
Taken together, there are a total of 121,048 residents in these two zip codes. Out of
this total, 22,861 or 18.85% are monolingual English speakers, which means that 81.15%
are multilingual. There is a total of 49,319 Spanish speakers, making them 40.59% of the
population. What these demographic numbers reveal is that Sunset Park is a highly
multilingual neighborhood with more Spanish speakers than monolingual English speakers.
This linguistic reality makes it a very multilingual neighborhood in which to study the
presence of Spanish and other languages in the linguistic landscape.
Table 2 reports the national origin of the Latinx population in Sunset Park. The
neighborhood has had a Puerto Rican presence since the 1960s, but like other locations
throughout the U.S., it has seen a growing Mexican population.
Table 2: Latinx Origin by Specific Origin

2011-2015 American Community Survey Zip Code 11220

Zip Code 11232

5-Year Estimates
Nationality or Ethnicity
Total:

Estimate

Percentage

102,325

Estimate

Percentage

29,216

Not Latinx

59,252

57.91%

12,437

42.57%

Latinx:

43,073

42.09%

16,779

57.43%
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Mexican

16,942

16.56%

5,747

19.67%

Puerto Rican

10,521

10.28%

4,437

15.19%

Cuban

235

0.23%

102

0.35%

Dominican (Dominican Republic)

5,864

5.73%

2,525

8.64%

Central American:

3,554

3.47%

1,347

4.61%

Costa Rican

16

0.02%

18

0.06%

Guatemalan

1,467

1.43%

313

1.07%

Honduran

883

0.86%

177

0.6%

Nicaraguan

179

0.17%

139

0.48%

Panamanian

68

0.07%

29

0.1%

Salvadoran

915

0.89%

671

2.3%

Other Central American

26

0.03%

0

0

4,986

4.87%

2,196

7.51%

Argentinean

41

0.04%

28

0.1%

Bolivian

16

0.02%

0

0

Chilean

50

0.05%

25

0.09%

Colombian

635

0.62%

518

1.77%

Ecuadorian

3,519

3.44%

1,384

4.73%

Paraguayan

0

0

0

0

Peruvian

388

0.38%

220

0.75%

Uruguayan

0

0

8

0.03%

Venezuelan

281

0.27%

13

0.04%

Other South American

56

0.05%

0

0

South American:
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Other Latinx:

971

0.95%

425

1.45%

Spaniard

157

0.15%

72

0.25%

Spanish

134

0.13%

54

1.18%

Spanish American

0

0

0

0

All other Latinx

680

0.66%

299

1.02%

Table 2 above from the 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
lists the Latinx origin population by specific origin for zip codes 11220 and 11232. Taken
together, out of a total of 131,541 residents, 59,852 or 45.5% are Latinx. This means that
Latinx make up approximately 45.5% of the population of Sunset Park. This closely
matches the percentage of Spanish speakers in these two zip codes, which is 40.59% of the
population.
The population numbers for Tables 1 and 2 do not match because the demographics
for language spoken at home only considers the population 5 years and over, whereas the
reporting for ethnicity does not set an age restriction. It is important to point out that
Mexicans constitute the largest group at 17.25%, followed by Puerto Ricans constituting
11.37%, and then Dominicans who make up 6.38% of the total population. In my analysis
of the linguistic landscape that follows, we will see how this is reflected in the linguistic
landscape.
Beyond English and Spanish: Multilingualism in Sunset Park.
The linguistic landscape of each city is unique and representative of that particular
city or neighborhood. In Sunset Park, for example, where my study took place, one finds
Chineses alongside Spanish because these are the two biggest language groups present in
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the neighborhood after English (Hum, 2014). Following Leung and Wu (2012), I refer to
the languages of the Chinese people in the U.S. as Chineses to acknowledge that they speak
a variety of languages that use two writing systems referred to as Simplified and Traditional
Chinese and/or a mixture of these two. Figure 5 below shows how English, Chinese, and
Spanish are used to communicate messages unevenly, for different purposes, and for
different readers.
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Figure 5: Bottom-up, Multilingual Heteroglossia

Figure 5 is a good example of societal multilingualism and heteroglossia in practice
because –at least for the English and the Spanish– the messages expressed in these two
named languages are completely different. The Spanish terms “abogado hispano, fax,
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traducciones” [Hispanic lawyer, fax, translations] is not a translation of the English terms
“insurance, home, auto, business, life, income tax, copy.” Using Google Translate, I was
able to backtranslate the Chinese into English. According to Google Translate, the Chinese
roughly says, “national security insurance, home auto, business, life.” Figure 6 is an
example of how different languages are used to cater to the anticipated needs of readers of
different languages. The services being advertised to Spanish speakers are different than
those being advertised to readers of English and Chinese. The authors of this multilingual
sign anticipated that the needs of Spanish speakers would include a “Hispanic lawyer, fax,”
and “translation” services. Not everything expressed in English on this sign is translated
into Chinese, although most things are. The Spanish, however, completely stands on its
own. It is not a translation of anything expressed in either English or Chinese.
Multilingual signage is often indicative not only of the different communities that
make up Sunset Park, but also of the interaction between local communities and global
businesses. For example, Figure 4 below lists all the payment cards –whether they be credit
cards, debit cards, gift cards, or pre-paid cards– accepted by a small business. The listing of
these major credit card companies and banks is indicative of the flow of international
capital through the neighborhood and that the capital produced in Sunset Park does not
remain there (Hum, 2014). What this example illustrates is that even though the linguistic
landscape is produced by local authors, it is are not divorced from the global flow of capital
or from global language ecologies (Shohamy, 2007).
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Figure 6: Payment Cards
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Figure 6 lists various American and Asian financial services companies. American
Express, Discover Network, Visa, and MasterCard are based in the United States. JCB
stands for Japan Credit Bureau and is a Japanese company. Union Pay –which is short for
China Union Pay– is based in mainland China and is the only bilingual logo listed on this
payment card decal. They are all emblematic of the flow of global capital through the
neighborhood. Merchants –including small, independently owned business– display decals
on their doors listing the types of payment cards they accept in order to attract customers
who use these forms of payment.
In actuality, the three most spoken languages in zip codes 11220 and 11232 are
English, Spanish, and Chinese. This explains the presence of these three languages in
Figures 6 and 5 above. Table 3 below lists the number and percentage of Speakers of
Chinese, only English, Polish, and Spanish in Sunset Park (i.e., zip codes 11220 and 11232)
according to the U.S. Census 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
Table 3: Speakers of Chinese, English, Polish, and Spanish in Sunset Park

Languages

Percentages

Chinese

30.85%

Only English

18.85%

Polish

0.82%

Spanish

40.59%

All Other Languages Combined

8.89%

According to Table 3, 40.59% of the population of Sunset Park speaks Spanish. This is
followed by Chinese, spoken by 30.85% of people in the neighborhood. Polish, the third
named language the Parks Department chose for its sign in Sunset Park in Figure 1 above,
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is only spoken by 0.82% of the population. This is not reflective of the population in the
neighborhood. Chinese should have been the third language on the NYC Parks Department
sign after English and Spanish because it is the second most widely spoken language in the
neighborhood. Monolingual speakers of English stand at 18.85% of the population of
Sunset Park and are outnumbered by speakers of Spanish and Chinese, respectively.
Speakers of all other languages combined make up 8.89% of the neighborhood population.
I offer the example in Figure 1 above as illustrative of official multilingualism in New York
City. Ultimately, it is an example of poor linguistic policy and planning because it is not
reflective of the three most widely spoken languages in the neighborhood. The New York
City Department of Parks and Recreation official website has a Google Translate plug-in
that allows the reader to instantaneously translate the site into a multitude of languages.
The Fifth Avenue Business Improvement District.
The Fifth Avenue Business Improvement District (BID) is a non-governmental
community based organization meant to support and organize the small businesses along
Fifth Avenue in the neighborhood. Its top-down stance can quite literally be seen in the
Business Improvement District flags along Fifth Avenue in Figure 7 below that have been
placed at a considerable height above the streets and sidewalks and all other signage. The
only other signage that stands at the same height on the street lamps are the flags of the
New York City Department of Parks and Recreation.
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Figure 7: The Top-Down Flag of the Sunset Park 5th Avenue B.I.D.
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The Business Improvement District flags suggesting a waving American flag above
the streets serve to impose an Anglophone and American identity. The BID claims itself as
an Americanizing agent and portrays a multilingual neighborhood as monolingual. This is
metadiscursively portrayed by the image of the waving American flags and the use of
English only on the flags of the BID. The BID creates and reinforces American nationalism
with these flags in a neighborhood where –as we said before– Latinxs make up 45% of the
population and 40% of the residents report speaking Spanish. Given the multilingual and
multi-ethnic make-up of the neighborhood, it is remarkable how the BID flag is
monolingual in English only. García, Espinet and Hernández (2013) had a similar finding
in their study of the linguistic landscape in El Barrio or East Harlem, another New York
City neighborhood, namely that signs around the Zapatista mural were used to impose the
English language and an American identity.
Conclusion
In some ways, the linguistic landscape is interrelated with LANGUAGE POLICY
because it enables people (or not) to interact with languages in different ways. Our attention
to the linguistic landscape of Sunset Park is guided by our conviction that the linguistic
landscape is a reflection of LANGUAGE POLICY and the use of language, whether
English or Spanish or Chinese or any other language and in some way impacts how people
negotiate their language use.
As we can see from the discussion of the language policy in place, the neighborhood
demographics, and the examples of the linguistic landscape gathered in this chapter, the
languages in the linguistic landscape from the bottom-up do reflect the three most widely
spoken languages in the neighborhood. The view from the top-down is quite different
however. The Business Improvement District in the neighborhood insists on portraying the
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neighborhood as monolingual in English and sees itself as an Americanizing agent through
the imposition of U.S. nationalism and English only. The official municipal language
policy of accommodating multilingualism is not well planned out. The signage from the
Department of Parks and Recreation does not include the three most widely spoken
languages in the neighborhood. Finally, despite the availability of a dual language bilingual
program in Spanish and English, there is no signage at the school informing families of
their rights under CR Part 154, the Aspira Consent Decree, or their right to interpretation
and translation services. A well thought out and implemented language policy would rectify
these shortcomings. In what follows, we will see how these ambivalent, poorly-planned,
and neglectful language policies play out in the linguistic landscape of the neighborhood.
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Chapter Four: Study Design
Introduction
This chapter sets forth my study design. I am studying the linguistic landscape or
streetscape of a neighborhood and the linguistic landscape of a school or schoolscape with
a dual language bilingual English/Spanish program. My overarching research question is:
How does the linguistic landscape of the community and the school compare and what
meanings can we infer from the difference about the power relations between English and
Spanish?
I chose to study Sunset Park because a plurality of the residents of the neighborhood
are Latinx of various national origins, Spanish-speaking, and bilingual in English and
Spanish. There are several reasons for including the school. Most importantly, the school
has a dual language bilingual program in Spanish and English and as such does not entirely
turn its back –at least not linguistically– on what happens beyond its walls. The school has
a colorful mural surrounding it with paintings of the neighborhood and its multilingual
population. The school is located just a few meters away from Fifth Avenue Business
Improvement District where I carried out the data collection of the streetscape.
Although I originally planned a more ambitious scope of data collection at the
school, because of time and bureaucratic considerations, in the end I have considered the
mural in the perimeter of the school, the school entrance and main office, as well as a one
dual language classroom. In what follows, I will discuss how I went about the streetscape
data collection, my experience with data collection in a New York City Department of
Education School, the school and classroom data collection, and my research questions. I
will break then down the overarching research question and present how my theoretical
approach –based on what language policy can tell us– led to my coding scheme and data
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analysis. Following this, I will consider definitions of linguistic landscape tokens, I will
problematize Linguistic Landscape Studies and the definition of the linguistic landscape
sign, and break down my methodology. Afterwards, I will discuss the categories of
analysis. These include: named languages, heteroglossic language use, and top-down versus
bottom-up authorship. Finally, I will acknowledge the limitations of this study.
Streetscape Data Collection
My research took place in New York City, a metropolis with over 8.5 million
inhabitants. As such, the 600-meter scope of distance that I chose following research
carried out in European cities yielded a large and rich linguistic landscape sample because
of the high population density of New York.
Data collection at the street level or of the streetscape initially yielded 1,831
pictures. I transferred the pictures from my cell phone to a cloud-based storage site on my
computer. These pictures were then divided into separate linguistic landscape tokens of
analysis following my definition of a linguistic landscape token as written text within a
marked border or frame. For example, a picture could include several linguistic
landscape tokens such as a neon sign, a sticker, and poster. After the pictures were parsed
into linguistic landscape tokens, I had a total of 2,723 tokens. This is not the first time that a
linguistic landscape study has been done with such a huge corpus. Blackwood and Tufi
(2012) collected large samples of the linguistic landscapes of several Mediterranean cities
in their study of minoritized languages. As Lapidus and Otheguy (2005a; 2005b) have
pointed out, one of the advantages to collecting large samples of data is that large corpora
are needed in order to register a very small incidence –albeit significant–, which would
otherwise escape the attention of researchers.
Fifth Avenue in Sunset Park is a Business Improvement District lined with many
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small businesses (Hum, 2014). As we discussed in Chapter Three, a Business Improvement
District is a designation by the Department of City Planning of the City of New York to
foster economic activity in a specific commercial strip within a neighborhood. For this
study, I took pictures of the linguistic landscape at the street level on Fifth Avenue in
Sunset Park, Brooklyn. Coluzzi (2012) took a sample of the linguistic landscape on one
street in each of the cities of Milano and Udine in Italy and Bandar Seri Begawan in Brunei
Darussalam for his study of the LL. Following Coluzzi (2012) and Cenoz and Gorter
(2006), I selected a 600-meter scope of distance of a number of city blocks along this
commercial strip in order to gather linguistic landscape tokens by taking pictures of all the
stationary visual, verbal signage along the street. The sign had to include written
language in order to be included. I did not include samples of the moving linguistic
landscape found on vehicles such as cars, trucks, and buses because I wanted my reading of
the linguistic landscape to be limited to signage found in the neighborhood only. At the
same time, I also limited myself to strictly verbal signage. Greenwood Cemetery is located
along Fifth Avenue heading north from 36th to 24th streets. There are few businesses facing
the cemetery and as such my data collection took place on Fifth Avenue just south of
Greenwood Cemetery (see Figure 3).
Keeping with the parameters set by other scholars (Cenoz & Gorter, 2006, 600
meters; Coluzzi, 2012, 540 to 750 meters), I aimed to study approximately 600 meters. I
therefore started my data collection on the corner of 39th Street and 5th Avenue and
continued to the corner of 47th Street and 5th Avenue, yielding a scope of distance of 600
meters. This area falls within the Fifth Avenue Business Improvement District.
I carried out my data collection on June 9th, 10th, and 13th around the date of the
Sunset Park Puerto Rican Day Parade on June 12th, 2016. Because the neighborhood has
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had a Puerto Rican population since the 1960s, and the fact that my data collection
happened around the dates of Puerto Rican Day Parade means that my sample had tokens
related to Puerto Rican Day Parade and Festival.
I only took pictures of signage visible from the street level. I did not enter any
businesses along Fifth Avenue to take pictures of the signage because I focused my study
strictly on the streetscape. While I did my field work and data collection, I was approached
by a number of small business employees and asked why I was taking pictures. I explained
that I was interested in studying the presence of different languages on the signage in the
neighborhood. Having read rumors of the fear of immigration raids in the community, I
understood that the fear of surveillance in the neighborhood was real. A January 6th, 2016
New York Times article reported that undocumented immigrants were afraid of Immigration
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) raids. The article said:
The rumors had been flying in the New York area since Saturday: Officials from
Immigration and Customs Enforcement had swooped into churches and public
schools, dragged away an undocumented family at the Staten Island Mall, pulled
over drivers on the Southern State Parkway and set up blockades in Sunset Park,
Brooklyn, and at the Staten Island Ferry. None of it appeared to be true.
Despite the fact that the article dismissed rumors of ICE raids as false, people’s fears were
real. A small business employee was adamant about being uncomfortable with my taking
pictures of his storefront. He insisted that I should have asked permission or given advance
notice before taking pictures of his storefront. Arguing that pictures of the streetscape are
easily available on Google and that anyone can take pictures of the streetscape did not
appease the merchant who approached me and rebutted by asking me whether I worked for
Google. After some back and forth, I reassured him that I did not work for immigration or
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the police and gave him my full name and e-mail address. I also told him that he could
write to me at my e-mail address and ask me for a copy of my study. This calmed him
down and I was able to proceed with data collection. Despite the fact that the January 6th,
2016 New York Times article quoted above dismissed the ICE raids by concluding that
“None of it appeared to be true,” these have become more prevalent after the election of
Donald Trump to the U.S. presidency.
Data Collection in a New York City Department of Education School
Doing research in a New York City Department of Education (NYC DOE) school
proved to be a trying and bureaucratic process. Before being able to apply for NYC DOE
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, I first had to obtain approval to conduct
research from the City University of New York (CUNY) IRB. The CUNY IRB exempted
me, which meant that my research did not involve human subjects. I was then able to use
the letter from the CUNY IRB to apply for the NYC DOE IRB. This on-line application
was pretty detailed and included form instructions, required information, principal
investigator status, screening questions, recruitment information, adult-based participants
information, research proposal information, risk/confidentiality information, benefits
information, request for data maintained by the NYC DOE, consent/assent attachments,
recruitment material attachments, data collection instruments attachments, and other
attachments. Luckily, I only had to revise one small part of the application. I could not
recruit teachers for my study through e-mail and had to change the medium of recruitment
to a flyer. This was easy enough to change. Although my research did not include human
subjects per se, I needed permission from teachers if I were to photograph their classrooms.
Once I received the letter from the Director of IRB, I thought I was good to go. Little did I
know that there were additional bureaucratic steps to follow.
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The principal at the school where I wanted to gather my data needed proof that I had
been fingerprinted. I thought this would be easy enough to get since I had been
fingerprinted in the NYC DOE Division of Human Resources Building in Downtown
Brooklyn several years prior. However, when I went to the Division of Human Resources, I
was informed that the principal of the school where I wanted to conduct research had to
input my information into her school’s computer system. This would then generate and email and questionnaire which I would have to fill out on-line. Afterwards a background
check would be conducted and the results would be e-mailed to the principal. Since the
principal was new to the school, she told me that she herself did not have access to all the
functions of the computer system at the school. She had to ask for help. This further
delayed my ability to conduct research. When I finally received the e-mail, I filled out the
online-questionnaire. I then had to wait to receive a Regulation of Chancellor Number C105 on background investigations, a 10-year employment history form, and sign a Release
Authorization for Background Investigation. Once I handed in these forms in person, seven
days later I received an e-mail informing me that the investigation passed through that
office and that I should feel free to contact my hiring manager for the next steps in my
employment process. I do not understand why my application to conduct research was
treated like a hire for employment. I wonder whether this process was even necessary and I
said this to the investigator in charge of my case via e-mail when I sent her my CV and a
list of references. I was glad I could then write to the principal and inform her that I had
passed the background check. However, I think the extra step of a ten-year background
check is symptomatic of the post-9/11 culture of fear and paranoia in which we now live.
Surveillance, not only state surveillance, has been naturalized and seems ubiquitous. This
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theme of surveillance also came up in the linguistic landscape tokens I gathered of the
community.
Once I passed the background check, I was able to collect linguistic landscape data
at the school on November 9th and 17th, 2016. The data collection yielded 192 linguistic
landscape pictures. These pictures were then transferred from my cell phone and stored in a
cloud-based internet storage site. Once parsed into individual linguistic landscape tokens,
the pictures yielded 213 tokens. Although this might seem like a small number compared to
the sample size for the streetscape, methodologically other studies of the linguistic
landscape have been carried out with a relatively small number of tokens or units of
analysis. Lado (2011) studied the linguistic landscape of the Autonomous Community of
Valencia with a total of 248 linguistic landscape tokens collected in the cities of Valencia
and Gandía. Likewise, Bogatto and Hélot (2010) photographed the 21 streets of the
Quartier Gare of Strasbourg and ended up with a corpus of 272 photographs. Each shop
was considered a unit of analysis, resulting in 170 units of analysis.
School and classroom data collection.
The New York City Department of Education offers Transitional Bilingual
Education and Dual Language Bilingual Education (DLBE). The Spanish/English DLBE
program at the school where I collected my data follows a roller coaster model which
means that throughout the school day class periods alternate between languages. I have not
included pictures of the mural on the walls that surround the school so as to not identify the
school, but the mural is symbolic of the values of multiculturalism and multilingualism
aspired to at the school. Like the murals studied by García, Espinet, and Hernández (2013),
the mural of the school I have studied depicts scenes of the neighborhood and its students
using poetry and several languages including English, Spanish, Arabic, Bengali, Chinese,
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and Italian.
The elementary school in which I collected my data is located on a side street off of
the Sunset Park Fifth Avenue Business Improvement District. Since I am concerned with
the linguistic landscape of the neighborhood as a whole, I wanted to include a school that
was located as closely as possible to the area of the streetscape data collection. The
linguistic landscape study of the school included pictures of the signage and the mural on
the walls outside the school, in the main entrance, the main office, and of one dual language
bilingual English/Spanish classroom.
The school as a whole constituted one category of analysis, apart from the
neighborhood streetscape. I wanted to see how the school fit into the linguistic landscape of
the neighborhood. I photographed the mural on the walls outside the school; the bulletin
boards, signage, and inside walls of the main office; the signage and bulletin boards in the
main entrance of the school, and all the signage and bulletin boards in one dual language
bilingual education classroom. The rationale for including the mural, school entrance, main
office and one dual language bilingual classroom is that they have the community and the
families of the bilingual children at the school as the intended audience. General Education,
Special Education, and ESL classrooms were not included as the linguistic landscape of
those classrooms would be largely in English.
By studying the streetscape and the schoolscape in the same community, I hoped to
learn more about the ways in which the school represents the outside community. At the
same time, knowledge about the streetscape could be useful to educators as they strive to
make the schoolscape more relevant to the students and the parents (Brown, 2012; Landry
& Bourhis, 1997; Zentella, 2005).
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The study of the linguistic landscape in the classroom included displays on the
walls, bulletin boards, windows, hanging chords, and wherever else teachers might display
signage throughout the classroom. I photographed everything on the inside walls of the
classroom, including student-made items on display, on the bulletin boards, and the hallway
just outside the classroom, since the teachers had been assigned a bulletin board there to
display student work.
Hypothesis about language in the classroom.
The languages of the bilingual classroom were also English and Spanish, the two
languages that are the focus of my research on the linguistic landscape of the neighborhood.
I was curious about how the linguistic ecology of the classroom fits into the linguistic
ecology of the neighborhood. To do that, I decided to include a second grade classroom, a
year before testing begins and the pressures of English language teaching become urgent.
Nevertheless, monoglossic linguistic ideologies even in dual language bilingual education
are manifested by a preference for English and a policy of linguistic separation. I
hypothesized that the classroom’s linguistic landscape would reveal this preference for
English and a strict separation of languages.
Research Questions
My research questions built upon Gorter and Cenoz (2014) by studying not only the
linguistic landscape of the neighborhood, but that of the school as well. My goal was to
research the use of the different languages on the signage in the neighborhood and at a
school with a dual language bilingual education program. My overarching research
question is:
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How does the linguistic landscape of the community and the school compare and
what meanings can we infer from the difference about the power relations between
English and Spanish?
I was curious about how the languages were used in the linguistic landscape, i.e., the
incidence of languages and whether English and Spanish were used as separate named
languages (monoglossic representations) or by combining all linguistic features (words,
morphology, etc.) in one representation (heteroglossic representations). For these two
dimensions, I considered two additional variables –frequency of named language used and
linguistic representations– and asked:
(1) Frequency of language used. How frequent are English and Spanish represented in the
linguistic landscape of the community and the school?
(2) Monoglossic or heteroglossic representations. Are the representations of language
monoglossic or heteroglossic?
Besides presence, it was important to understand what type of message the signs
were communicating. In classrooms, for example, the linguistic landscape signage could
fulfill an informational function to teach children core subjects such as math, science, and
social studies or to reinforce certain school and classroom routines and practices. In the
school, the linguistic landscape could inform parents about their rights and responsibilities
or inform them about school events and procedures. But the message of signs in school and
in the community can also be symbolic. For example, in the schoolscape, hanging signs
with the names of different colleges and universities are meant to instill in the students the
value of a college education. In the streetscape, beer ads on bus stops were purely symbolic
because there was no implicit or explicit message that the beer was sold at the bus stop. In
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order to understand the function of the linguistic landscape signs, I added a third variable––
message function asked a third question:
(3) Message function. Is the message of the signage fulfilling an informative function or a
symbolic function?
Since I was also concerned about how the signs were produced and who emitted the
message, I also asked about the authorship of the signs, my fourth variable:
(4) Sign authorship. Who is the author of the sign? –– Has it been produced by institutions
or big businesses (top-down) or is it locally authored (bottom-up)?
I was interested in the differences between the small business signs (i.e., bottom-up players)
and the top-down signage. The bottom-up vs. top-down distinction assumes that society is a
social pyramid and that social agents closer to the top of the social pyramid have more
power than agents closer to the bottom. Examples of top-down agents in the linguistic
landscape include organizations such as the Business Improvement District and Big Brand
Names such as banks and beer companies. Top-down agents have more of an ability to
mass produce linguistic landscape signs and make them visible. Examples of bottom-up
agents in the linguistic landscape include small and independently owned and operated
businesses such as delicatessens, bakeries, and restaurants. Hand-written signs such as
graffiti are all bottom-up because they are made by individuals vis-à-vis organizations or
multi-national corporations.
In order to compare the linguistic landscape of the street with that of the school, I
then asked:
(5) Are there differences in frequency of named languages, monoglossic or heteroglossic
representation of language, informative or symbolic function, or bottom-up or top-down
authorship between the schoolscape and the streetscape?
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Finally, like other linguistic landscape scholars (Angermeyer, 2005; Backhaus,
2009; Ben-Rafael et al., 2006; Leeman & Modan, 2009; Aiestaran, Cenoz & Gorter, 2010;
Barni & Bagna, 2010; Ben-Rafael & Ben-Rafael, 2010, Blackwood, 2010; Bogatto &
Hélot, 2010; Du Plessis, 2010; Lüdi, Höchle & Yanaprasart, 2010; Coluzzi, 2009, 2012;
Gorter & Cenoz; 2014), I wanted to compare the streetscape with the demographics of the
neighborhood and the schoolscape with the demographics of the school by asking:
(6) How does the streetscape compare with the demographics the neighborhood? How
does the schoolscape compare with the demographics of the school?
This comparison of the incidence of languages spoken among the general population and
the incidence of languages in the linguistic landscapes of the neighborhood and the school
has allowed me to reflect further on how English and Spanish are being used in the
linguistic landscape.
My study enables us to reflect on how power representations are effected through
the use of English and Spanish in the linguistic landscape. The dynamics of power and
agency among the many players in the linguistic landscape could yield understandings of
how languages are hierarchized and language use is normalized not through official
language policy, but through language that is visually and subconsciously mediated by
residents and students.
Problematizing LLS and Delineating the Linguistic Landscape Sign
A linguistic landscape token or sign has been defined differently in the literature.
On the one hand, Cenoz and Gorter (2006) considered a cluster of signs outside a store as a
single unit, even if this unit consisted of several posters. Following Cenoz and Gorter
(2006), Bogatto and Hélot (2010) considered each shopfront or business façade as a unit of
analysis or token. This definition would have meant that storefronts such as the one found
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in Figure 8 below would have constituted my units of analysis or linguistic landscape
tokens. I decided not to follow this definition of a linguistic landscape token because I
wanted a definition that would yield a more detailed view of the linguistic landscape and
account for individual signs of various shapes and sizes.

Figure 8: Shopfront as a Linguistic Landscape Token

In contrast, Blackwood and Tufi (2012) define a linguistic landscape sign as “a
written text considered as a single item, be that the name of a shop, a price-list in a window,
a single-word instruction, or a brand name” (p. 116). The problem I found with Blackwood
and Tufi’s (2012) definition is that it seems to break down linguistic landscape signs to the
word level because of its preoccupation with “a single item, be that the name of a shop, a
price in a window, a single-word instruction, or brand name.” This would work for signs
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such as those in Figure 9, which consists of one word and a phone number, but not for
those such as Figure 10, which contain more than one message.

Figure 9: Single-Word Linguistic Landscape Token
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Figure 10: Linguistic Landscape Token with More than One Message

Ideally, I wanted to follow Landry and Bourhis’s (1997) definition of the linguistic
landscape. According to them, “the language of public road signs, advertising billboards,
street names, place names, commercial shop signs, and public signs on government
buildings combines to form the linguistic landscape of a given territory, region, or urban
agglomeration.” Landry and Bourhis provide several examples of items in their definition
82

of the linguistic landscape, namely “public road signs, advertising billboards, street names,
place names, commercial shop signs, and public signs on government buildings,” which
help define a linguistic landscape token as something smaller than a shop front, yet bigger
than a single word instruction and works for the vast majority of linguistic landscape signs.
Drawing from the examples in Landry and Bourhis, I then decided to define a linguistic
landscape token as a written text within a marked border or frame. Although there have
been many uses of the term, for the purposes of this dissertation, I define a linguistic
landscape token narrowly as a written text within a marked border or frame (Landry
and Bourhis, 1997; Blackwood and Tufi, 2012). The marked border can be the edges of a
sign, page, poster, advertisement, awning, or wall. Defining a linguistic landscape token in
this manner rendered my study with more detail in terms of how language is used on the
signs and what types of messages are written on them. This verbal signage can consist of
signs in all types of non-movable surfaces, such as awnings, shop windows, walls, bulletin
boards, street posts. I am concerned more specifically with language in its written form in
the public sphere and with language that is visible for the public. As a linguist, I wanted to
study a written corpus, instead of, for example, an iconic corpus, which would have been
feasible for a semiotician. At the same time, choosing a main commercial avenue that is
also part of a Business Improvement District has provided me with a fairly large corpus.
Defining a linguistic landscape token or sign in this manner rendered my study with more
detail. I limit my conception of linguistic landscape to include written language on visual
display such as linguistic signs, posters, banners, and graffiti.
Following this definition, in Figure 8 the linguistic landscape tokens are advertising
billboards, commercial shop signs, and awnings. In Figure 9, the linguistic landscape token
is the written text with the marked border of the edges of the sign including both the word
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“dentist” and the phone number. In Figure 11, the linguistic landscape token is the entire
sticker and all the written text printed on it.
Not everything in the linguistic landscape might fit into this definition. Certainly,
the undomesticated nature of graffiti (cf. Karlander, 2016) makes it difficult or cumbersome
to classify using such ideas as a message, a marked border, or the nature of a written,
linguistic, or verbal text. Graffiti is unruly and subversive of the linguistic order. Thus, in
Figure 11, I considered the marked border to the edges of the box.
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Figure 11: Graffiti

There are several written texts in Figure 11. I considered “TRAFFIC CONTROL
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NEW YORK CITY” to be one linguistic landscape token and I also considered the “Skim
2%” graffiti to be a second linguistic landscape token, both in English. However, I only
counted the other graffiti, but did not consider these in the language counts, as I could not
decipher the messages. In counting each instance of graffiti as a separate linguistic
landscape token, my assumption is that each one has a different author as evidenced by the
difference in handwriting.
Methodology
Counting linguistic landscape signs and situating them within the city is a useful
first step in LLS. Counting and mapping the linguistic landscape tells us what languages are
present in a given area (Barni & Bagna, 2009). The quantitative results then give us a lens
to reflect on the ways that English and Spanish are being used, and its meanings. I
considered four variables: (1) named language(s), (2) monoglossic or heteroglossic
language representation, (3) symbolic vs. informative sign function, and (4) top-down vs.
bottom-up authorship. In what follows, I discuss these variables and consider examples of
each.
Named languages.
Categorizing the linguistic landscape items by named language(s) and considering
the frequency of these languages in the linguistic landscape was a useful place to start
thinking about the distribution of the languages and their incidence. I consider the
languages I am using to categorize the linguistic landscape tokens I gathered as “named”
languages because like Makoni and Pennycook (2005), Agha (2007), and Otheguy, García,
and Reid (2015), I realize that these categories of “languages” are cultural and social
constructs. Thus, the same object of linguistic study can have two names such as español
and castellano or català and valencià and be considered (or not) the same social and
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cultural fact or linguistic object of study depending on social, historical, or political
contexts. (For Valencian versus Catalan in the linguistic landscape, see Lado, 2011.)
Linguistic realities differ depending on whether they are considered from the point
of view of the speaker with their heteroglossic speech (cf. Bailey, 2007) or from the
perspective of socially constructed and named languages which rely on institutionally
imposed categorizations, conventions, and separations between named languages. I
understand that named languages are social constructs and institutionalized by cultural
artifacts such as dictionaries, grammars, orthographies. In the case of Spanish, the
institutions that claim dominion over the language include the Asociación de Academias de
la Lengua Española worldwide and by the Academia Norteamericana de la Lengua
Española in the United States. Because these named and institutionalized languages fail to
adequately describe the mental grammars or linguistic features of speakers, I chose not to
distinguish between so-called “standard” and “non-standard” varieties of Spanish in my
research. That the Spanish language academies fail to adequately describe and account for
all the features of what speakers call español or castellano is shown by the fact that
speakers and regional academies constantly petition or write in to the Real Academia
Española on questions of usage or acceptance of a word into the official dictionary put out
by the academy. Furthermore, the fact that there is a language called Spanish, castellano, or
español spoken in the community is established not by the language academies, but by the
residents themselves as they report doing so on the U.S. Census questionnaires. For my
purposes –and this is where I come in as a native anthropologist–, if it looked like and read
like Spanish in the linguistic landscape, I classified it as such in my research. I used my
own judgment to decide whether a linguistic landscape token was in English or Spanish.
When I did not understand the meaning of words on linguistic landscape tokens, I asked a
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speaker of that variety of Spanish. This theoretical positioning on my part opens up the
scope of my study without excluding the many uses of what users of language and makers
of signs call Spanish in the linguistic landscape.
My approach to languages on the signs recognizes the performative nature of
language. While it is important to study heteroglossic speech practices (cf. Zentella, 1997),
methodologies that distinguish between standard and non-standard, regional and national
varieties of languages follow a monoglossic linguistic ideology bent on classification
schemes that could go on ad nauseam, establish fuzzy boundaries at best, and provide a
fragmented view of the use of language in society; or on the contrary, they provide
evidence of the heteroglossic nature of speakers’ language use. In the examples above, the
tokens in Figures 9 and 11 were coded as English; and the token in Figure 10 as English
and Spanish.
Monoglossic or heteroglossic language use.
I also coded for evidence of monoglossia or heteroglossia on the linguistic
landscape tokens. I was interested in analyzing how languages were represented in the
linguistic landscape. I categorized the linguistic landscape tokens I collected exhibiting
either one named language, or two or more named languages used separately and giving the
same message as exhibiting monoglossia. Signs with two or more named languages in the
same sign used fluidly or for different messages were coded as representations of
heteroglossia. This definition of heteroglossia is consistent with Bailey’s (2007) definition
which includes speaking using a multiplicity of voices, including discoursing bilingually.
With this definition in mind, Figure 9 above was coded as representing monoglossia
because only English is used on this linguistic landscape token. Figure 10 above was coded
as representative of heteroglossia because the English and Spanish on the linguistic
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landscape token are not translations of one another, but intermingle.
Symbolic and/or informative signs.
I also coded for whether the linguistic landscape tokens were informative, symbolic,
or both informative and symbolic. Informative means that the sign is used to convey direct
and explicit facts such as a business phone number as in Figure 9 above. Figure 10 above is
also informative, although much more information is provided in this small sticker. In
Figure 10, the reader is told what types of services the business provides; the types of gates
and doors that are serviced; how to get in contact with the business; and what languages
one may use when contacting the business. In contrast to these informative functions,
Landry and Bourhis (1997) define the symbolic function as “most likely to be salient in
settings where language has emerged as the most important dimension of ethnic identity”
(p. 27). The symbolic function of a minoritized language serves to both communicate
information and to communicate values about language and ethnicity. Cenoz and Gorter
(2014) also considered symbolic and informative functions on signs. They developed a list
of 11 functions, which fall into the broad categories of informative, symbolic, and both
informative and symbolic.
Figure 12 below is purely symbolic as it does not inform the reader of anything
factual about the beer it is advertising. It is not even implying that the beer is sold “here” as
the advertisement is located on a bus shelter. The ad shows two examples of Modelo
Especial beer with the heading “Fiel a su calidad y sabor desde 1925” [“Loyal to its quality
and taste since 1925”], but exactly what that “quality” and “taste” are up to the reader and
drinker to infer. In addition to this, I would argue that the purely symbolic nature of this
sign is supported by the fact that it is only in Spanish in a community where 40.59% of the
residents report speaking Spanish and it advertises a Mexican beer in a community where
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Mexicans make up the largest proportion of Latinx residents. This sign adheres to Landry
and Bourhis’s definition of the symbolic use of language as salient in a setting where
Spanish is the most important dimension of Mexican national identity.
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Figure 12: Symbolic

On the other hand, in Figure 13 below the token announces and gives information
about the Sunset Park Puerto Rican Day Parade and Festival. It is informative because it
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tells readers the date, time, and location of the parade and festival. However, it is also
symbolic because of its relationship with ethnicity and Puertoricanness, for example, the
relationship to the neighborhood association name of El Grito de Sunset Park. El Grito, as it
is called on this poster, has a Facebook page and has dedicated its community organizing
work to photographing the police, anti-gentrification campaigns, organizing an arts festival,
and organizing the Puerto Rican Day Parade and Festival. The name El Grito translates into
English as the call, or the cry and alludes to Latin American independence movements such
as El Grito de Dolores in Mexico and the subdued Puerto Rican independence effort known
as El Grito de Lares. The fact that this neighborhood association calls itself “El Grito” also
assumes some background knowledge on the part of readers to the historical events alluded
to. The historical allusion and the assumed background knowledge contribute to the
culturally symbolic nature of the sign. It is worth noting, however, that the words “El
Grito” are the only ones in Spanish. While the use of Spanish and the meaning of “El
Grito” are symbolic, most of the sign is in English.
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Figure 13: Informative and Symbolic

Top-down and/or bottom-up authorship.
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Since I was interested in the authorship of the signs, I also coded for top-down or
bottom-up authorship. Examples of top-down signs include official government agency
signs, big commercial brand name signs, and non-governmental agency signs. Top-down
linguistic landscape authors or agents are more powerful vis-à-vis individuals or small,
independently owned businesses. Bottom-up signs could be made by private individuals,
small businesses, teachers, students, or community based organizations. In the examples
above, Figures 9, 10, and 13 were coded as bottom-up. Figures 9 and 10 are small-business
sign, whereas Figure 13 is a community organizing sign. In contrast Figure 12 was coded as
top-down because it is a Big Brand Name sign.
Data analysis.
All data was analyzed quantitatively by counting the different categories (i.e.,
named language(s), monoglossic or heteroglossic language representation, symbolic vs.
informative function, and top-down or bottom-up authorship). For my analysis, I focused
on the quantitative classification of the linguistic landscape tokens. Following this
procedure, for example, Figure 9 was coded as in English, monoglossic, informative, and
bottom-up. Figure 10 was coded as in English and Spanish, heteroglossic, informative, and
bottom up. Figure 13 was coded as in English and Spanish, heteroglossic, informative and
symbolic, and bottom-up. Figure 12 above was coded as in Spanish, monoglossic,
symbolic, and top-down.
It was not as straightforward to code Figure 11 because of the authorship of the
different messages on the box. The “TRAFFIC CONTROL NEW YORK CITY” message
was coded as in English, monoglossic, informative, and top-down. In addition to the topdown message, I counted 4 instances of graffiti in Figure 11. These can be discerned by the
different styles of handwriting, the decipherability of the message, and the color of the paint
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used. I did count the tokens of graffiti in the informative vs. symbolic counts as well as in
the bottom-up vs. top-down counts. In this case, the graffiti are examples of purely
symbolic signs. Given my limited knowledge of graffiti and semiotics, in instances where I
could decipher the graffiti message such as with the “Skim 2%” message on the lower left
hand side, I coded this message as in English, monoglossic, symbolic, bottom-up, and
graffiti. In instances where I could not decipher the graffiti message, I coded and counted
each message separately as symbolic, bottom-up, and graffiti.
This quantitative analysis was subjected to interpretation by the author of this
dissertation based on the understandings of the community and the literature on linguistic
landscapes. As we will see in the following chapters, I then narrowed in on some of the
messages, i.e., community organizing and the connection between the streetscape and
cyberscape, among them. My analysis of the linguistic landscape yielded a polyphony of
voices on the street and from the school.
Limitations of this Study
As can be seen from the discussion above on the definition of a linguistic landscape
sign and the data analysis, the study of graffiti is beyond the scope of this research study,
although I do not ignore it completely. The aim of this research study was to study the
linguistic landscape of a multilingual community, Sunset Park. Ethnographically speaking,
this study of the linguistic landscape does not account for the cultural system of the
neighborhood. It is not exhaustive and many voices have been left out. For example, the
gay bar on Fifth Avenue and 26th Street does not figure in my sample of the linguistic
landscape because I collected my sample between 39th and 46th streets. For the same reason,
there is no sign of the activities of the gay bowling group which meets at the local bowling
rink around the block from the school in my sample of the linguistic landscape. According
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to Milani (2014), the field of LLS has ignored LGBTQ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
and queer) perspectives in its approach to the visual representation of language. In order to
make his case, Milani examined three “banal” linguistic landscapes in three different parts
of the world. His aim was to queer these linguistic landscapes or make them queer and to
show how sexuality and desire can be present anywhere. At the same time, there are no
churches or mosques in my streetscape sample, despite their presence in the neighborhood.
Indeed this has rendered my sample of the linguistic landscape less diverse than I would
have liked. However, it is important to bear in mind that no linguist, ethnographer, or
anthropologist could ever describe the entirety of all the uses given to language in a
community.
Conclusion
This chapter detailed my research design, including the research questions,
definition of the object of study, and methodologies for data collection and analysis. This
study will contribute not only to research in LLS, but to our knowledge of the community
of Sunset Park, Brooklyn, and the education of emergent bilingual students in the
neighborhood.
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Chapter Five: Quantitative Findings
Answers to Research Questions
This chapter considers the answers to my research questions. We look at the data
according to each of the sub-questions, and consider both the streetscape and the
schoolscape alongside each other, answering at the same time, Research Question #5. My
first research question was about the frequency of the languages used in the linguistic
landscape:
(1) How frequent are languages represented in the linguistic landscape of the community
and the school?
Table 4 presents the frequency of linguistic tokens in the streetscape that were in
English, in Spanish, and in both.
Table 4: Frequency of Named Language(s) in the Streetscape

Named Language(s)

Frequency

English

67.68%

Spanish

7.27%

English and Spanish

18.58%

As Table 4 indicates, in the community, out of a total of 2,723 streetscape tokens,
67.68% of the signs were in English only; 7.27% were in Spanish only; and 18.58% were in
English and Spanish. English predominates in the streetscape of the community, although
bilingual signage is more prevalent than signage in Spanish only. This is a significant
finding because according to the U.S. Census, all Spanish speakers in the two zip codes that
make up Sunset Park report speaking English to some degree. That is, signage for Latinxs
is not simply in Spanish, but is meant for a bilingual Latinx community.
97

In the schoolscape, however, as indicated in Table 5 below, out of a total of 213
schoolscape tokens, 54.46% were in English only; 19.72% were in Spanish only; and
7.04% were in English and Spanish.
Table 5: Frequency of Named Language(s) in the Schoolscape

Named Language(s)

Frequency

English

54.46%

Spanish

19.72%

English and Spanish

7.04%

This is significant compared to the signs in the community. Although there is more
attention to English than to Spanish in the school as well, Spanish alone in signage played a
greater role in the school than in the community. In contrast, there were many less signs
that were in both English and Spanish. This demonstrates that a monoglossic ideology of
stricter language separation is evident in the linguistic landscape of the school than in the
community. The results confirm my hypothesis that there would be more language
separation in the school following a monoglossic linguistic ideology. As in the community,
English predominates in the school. But the more attention given to Spanish only signage in
the school relates to the interest in dual language bilingual English/Spanish classrooms of
protecting the Spanish language. This finding is related to the fact that there are less signs
that display the two languages together, for the dual language bilingual program adheres to
a policy of complete language separation.
The second research question has to do with monolingual or heteroglossic language
presentation:
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(2) Are the languages represented in the linguistic landscape in a monoglossic or
heteroglossic way?
Table 6 shows what percentage of linguistic landscape tokens in the streetscape
displayed named languages in a monoglossic or heteroglossic way.
Table 6: Named Language Use in the Streetscape

Named Language Use

Percentage

Monoglossic

80.39%

Heteroglossic

19.61%

In the streetscape, 80.39% of the signs were in one language or the other, and only
19.61% displayed a heteroglossic use of language. Most of the streetscape signs used
language in a monoglossic way and only a fraction of the streetscape signs displayed a
heteroglossic use of language. In other words, the authors of the signs made an effort to
keep the languages separate, even in cases of bilingual signage. The linguistic landscape
reveals a low incidence of heteroglossic signs. At 19.61%, the incidence of heteroglossic
linguistic landscape tokens was much lower than the incidence of monoglossic linguistic
landscape tokens at 80.39%. This goes against the populist discourse that multilingualism
somehow leads to language mixing or the corruption of languages. The linguistic landscape
actually reveals monoglossic bilingualism that keeps languages separate, especially in
writing. In another research study also in Brooklyn, Angermeyer (2005) also found a strict
language separation ideology at play. In a study of English and Russian in the LL, the vast
majority of linguistic landscape tokens were pretty much split: 646 tokens used Roman
script; and 605 tokens used Cyrillic script.
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In the schoolscape, 92.96% of linguistic landscape tokens displayed language in
monoglossic ways, whereas only 7.04% evinced a heteroglossic linguistic use, as evidenced
in Table 7.
Table 7: Named Language Use in the Schoolscape

Named Language Use

Percentage

Monoglossic

92.6%

Heteroglossic

7.04%

In the schoolscape, there was even more strict separation of languages than in the
streetscape. This is not surprising. Schools are usually places where normative grammar is
taught and strict language policies of separation of languages are implemented, especially
in dual language bilingual programs.
My third research asked about the informative or symbolic function of the signs:
(3) Is the message of the signage fulfilling an informative function or a symbolic function?
Table 8 displays the percentage of signs fulfilling an informative, symbolic, or both
informative and symbolic functions in the streetscape.
Table 8: Functions of Signs in the Streetscape

Function

Percentage

Informative

89.86%

Symbolic

5.01%

Informative and Symbolic

5.01%

As shown in Table 8, the streetscape sample gathered did not reveal that language
was being used symbolically in a significant way to appeal to feelings of identity, ethnicity
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or nationality. The informative function was found on 89.86% of the linguistics landscape
tokens in the streetscape. Only 5.01% of the linguistic landscape tokens in the streetscape
were related to the symbolic function and likewise 5.01% of the linguistic landscape tokens
in the streetscape had both an informative and symbolic function. Landry and Bourhis’s
(1997) indicated that “the symbolic function of the linguistic landscape is most likely to be
salient in settings where language has emerged as the most important dimension of ethnic
identity.” It seems that in Sunset Park language in the linguistic landscape is being used not
as a dimension of ethnic identity, but simply to convey information. To paraphrase Landry
and Bourhis, language has not emerged as the most important dimension of ethnic identity
in the streetscape of Sunset Park. Linguistic landscape findings in one socio-political
context are not generalizable to another context. And the sociolinguistic and sociopolitical
context of Québec with official legislation that protects French in Québec (Bourhis &
Landry, 2002) in a country with a multilingual and multicultural ethos and legal protection
cannot be the same as in the United States, a country of immigrants where languages other
than English are not valued in any way.
As seen in Table 9, in the linguistic landscape tokens I collected in the schoolscape,
however, 61.97% performed an informative function; 25.82% performed a symbolic
function, and 2.2% performed both an informational and symbolic function.
Table 9 displays the percentage of signs fulfilling an informative, symbolic, or both
informative and symbolic functions in the schoolscape.
Table 9: Functions of Signs in the Schoolscape

Function

Percentage

Informative

61.97%
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Symbolic

25.82%

Informative and Symbolic

2.2%

This is an important finding, for in school the signage is used more for symbolic
functions as compared to in the community itself. What this means is that in the school, the
teachers and school administrators are mindful of how languages in the linguistic landscape
can be used for symbolic purposes. In particular, bilingual education is often introduce as a
way of upholding the students’ self-esteem, thus, it is reasonable that the signage in school
appeals more often to students’ pride in their identity. However, I do not think the symbolic
function of language in the school is salient because it is a dimension of ethnic identity; I
think the symbolic function of the linguistic landscape is salient because language is used to
teach students about the values the school espouses, including bilingualism.
The results in table 8 and 9 above, however, include all languages used either
informatively or symbolically in the linguistic landscape. Ultimately, I am concerned with
whether Spanish or English and Spanish bilingualism were used differently symbolically in
the linguistic landscape because of the notable Latinx presence in the neighborhood.
Table 10 below shows the results for the percentage of symbolic signs in the
streetscape in Spanish only and in English and Spanish on the same sign.
Table 10: Spanish and English Used Symbolically in the Streetscape

Named Languages

Percentages

Spanish

0.22%

English and Spanish

0.04%
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Out of 2,713 streetscape tokens, 0.22% performed a symbolic function and were either in
Spanish only; and 0.04% performed a symbolic function and were in English and Spanish,
i.e. the languages that would be used symbolically by the Latinx community. In terms of
linguistic landscape tokens, one or 0.04% was in Spanish and English and six or 0.22%
were in Spanish. Spanish only or English and Spanish bilingualism are not used
symbolically in the streetscape to perform a Latinx identity. This further corroborates my
finding in question 3 above.
Table 11 below indicates the percentage of schoolscape signs serving a symbolic
function in either Spanish only or in both Spanish and English.
Table 11: Spanish and English Used Symbolically in the Schoolscape

Named Languages

Percentages

Spanish

0.94%

English and Spanish

2.35%

Although there was greater presence of symbolic language use in the schoolscape than in
the streetscape, its presence was negligible. Out of the symbolic signs in the schoolscape, 5
linguistic landscape tokens or 2.35% were in English and Spanish; and 2 linguistic
landscape tokens or 0.94% were in Spanish only. The proportion of signs indexing Latinx
identity by using language in a symbolic fashion is very low given the fact that the school is
90.7% Latinx. The school’s linguistic landscape is out of tune with the culture of the
majority of the students. It is interesting, however, that the use of language symbolically in
the school is the opposite of that used in the city. Whereas in the community Spanish had a
more symbolic function than signs that included both English and Spanish, in school,
bilingual signs appealed more to a symbolic function than those in Spanish only. Again,
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this might have to do with the bilingual classroom where bilingualism is supported as a way
to bolster Latinx students’ self-esteem. This also supports the statement above in response
to research question 3, i.e. that while there are more symbolic uses given to language in the
schoolscape, these uses have very little to do with a reflection of a separate ethnic
subjectivity or the fostering of a connection between language and ethnic identity. Rather,
only pride in bilingualism is fostered.
The fourth research question asked about the authorship of the signs in the linguistic
landscape:
(4) Who is the author of the sign? –– Has it been produced by institutions or big businesses
(top-down) or is it locally authored (bottom-up)? What are the differences between signage
in the community and in school with regard to authorship?
Table 12 displays the percentage of signs in the streetscape that are either top-down
or bottom-up.
Table 12: Authorship of Signs in the Streetscape

Authorship

Percentages

Top-down

43.59%

Bottom-up

56.01%

Both bottom-up and top-down

0.33%

In the streetscape, 56.01% of the linguistic landscape tokens were locally authored
and are considered bottom-up signage, whereas 43.59% were institutionally or officially
produced and are considered top-down signage. There is a greater proportion of bottom-up
signs in the streetscape authored by small businesses, individuals, and community
organizing groups. Finally 0.33% had mixed authorship. Some signs exhibited both top104

down and bottom-up flows in their messages. In other words, the signs include both topdown agents such as Big Brand Names, and small, independently owned businesses in the
discourse. This will be discussed further in Chapter Six: Disrupting Categories. Figure 14
below is an example of a Bottom-up and Top-down sign.

Figure 14: Bottom-up and Top-down

Figure 14 is authored by Los Castillos Meat Grocery Deli. It appropriates the Big Brand
Names of the drinks that are sold there and of the types of credit, debit, and pre-paid cards
customers can use to shop there. Although the sign was authored by a small, independently
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owned business, it appropriates and makes use of Big Brand Names to appeal to
consumers.
In the schoolscape, as shown in Table 13 below, 76.53% of the linguistic landscape
tokens exhibited a bottom-up authorship and 23.47% exhibited a top-down authorship.
Table 13: Authorship of Signs in the Schoolscape

Authorship

Percentage

Top-down

23.47%

Bottom-up

76.53%

This means that most of the signs in the schoolscape are authored by teachers or students.
In an informal conversation I had with a teacher on a visit to the school, she told me that
she had to make most of the signs for her classrooms because school curricula did not
include a lot of visual materials to display. She also informed that purchased materials such
as posters tended to be in English. In the school, teachers find themselves having to create
signs for their lessons and for their classrooms.
Both the school and the community, however, exhibit the same tendencies in terms
of authorship; namely that there is a greater percentage of bottom-up signage in both the
school and the community when compared to the top-down signage.
My fifth research question put together all the variables to compare the streetscape
and the schoolscape. It stated:
(5) Are there differences in frequency of named languages, monoglossic or heteroglossic
representation of language, informative or symbolic function, or bottom-up or top-down
authorship between the schoolscape and the streetscape?
The differences between the schoolscape and the streetscape allows us to visualize
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in a clearer fashion the differences in frequency of named languages, monoglossic or
heteroglossic representation of language, informative or symbolic function, and bottom-up
or top-down authorship between the streetscape and the schoolscape. This is displayed in
Table 14 below:
Table 14: Differences between the Schoolscape and the Streetscape

Streetscape

Schoolscape

English only

67.68%

54.46%

Spanish only

7.27%

19.72%

Spanish & English

18.58%

7.04%

Monoglossic

80.39%

92.96%

Heteroglossic

19.61%

7.04%

Informational

89.86%

61.97%

Symbolic

5.01%

25.82%

Informational & Symbolic

5.01%

12.2%

Bottom-up

56.01%

76.53%

Top-down

43.59%

23.47%

What we can readily observe from the results of my study of the linguistic
landscape of both the school and the neighborhood is that they both follow the same
tendencies, but in some categories, the difference is greater. English predominates in both
the schoolscape and in the streetscape. There is a tendency in both the school and the
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neighborhood to have more signs in English. Besides the overwhelming presence of
English in both contexts, the two contexts are similar along the other variables––in both
contexts there is a tendency towards the separation of languages, to use signs for
informative purposes, and to have signs that are authored bottom-up. There are differences
in emphases, however, in the two contexts.
There is more presence of Spanish in the school than in the community, and more
presence of signs that contain both Spanish and English. There is, however, more
monoglossic use of language in the schoolscape than in the streetscape. The school signage
includes more language used for symbolic purposes, and of course, most of these are
produced bottom-up, by the teachers and the students themselves. These findings are not
surprising. Because the school and the teachers have as their mission the teaching of
language, there is more linguistic purism and a monoglossic linguistic ideology at play.
Schools are places where teachers are responsible for the teaching and policing of language.
The purist attitudes of teachers and the implementation of a monoglot standard in the U.S.
(Silverstein, 1996) is reflected in the monoglossic signs. Because of the absence of de jure
language policies for signage at the municipal, state, and federal levels of government,
signage, especially in schools are often produced bottom-up. Because school authorities are
generally more concerned about test results in English than about instruction in Spanish, it
is also not surprising that most signs in the school are produced bottom-up. Whereas
teachers are expected by federal education law to prepare children for standardized testing
of English language skills, they are left to their own devices in terms of preparing linguistic
landscape materials for bilingual Latinx children to meet that end.
Quantitatively the schoolscape is not all that different from the streetscape. The only
real difference between the streetscape and the schoolscape is that the schoolscape follows
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a more monoglossic linguistic ideology when compared with the streetscape as I had
hypothesized in Chapter Four. In and of itself, this is not a surprising finding. The
separation of languages in Dual Language education programs has been theorized and
criticized elsewhere (cf. García, 2009; 2014).
The sixth research question considers how the demographics of the neighborhood
and of the school compare with the streetscape and the schoolscape, respectively.
(6) How does the streetscape compare with the demographics the neighborhood? How does
the schoolscape compare with the demographics of the school?
English predominates in the streetscape, despite the fact that the neighborhood is
45.5% Latinx and 40.74% Spanish-speaking according to the U.S. Census. In similar
research, Barni and Bagna (2010) studied the linguistic landscape of immigrant urban
neighborhoods in several Italian cities. The authors compared pictures of the linguistic
landscape and census demographic data from the local municipal governments. The authors
concluded that linguistic vitality and linguistic landscape do not depend on any one factor.
They found that the language of an immigrant group with a low demographic presence can
have a high incidence of occurrence in the linguistic landscape compared to other language
groups. In Sunset Park, I have found the reverse. I think this is important to keep in mind
because high demographic numbers do not necessarily imply ethnolinguistic vitality or a
strong presence of a language in the linguistic landscape. It cannot be assumed that a strong
demographic presence necessarily implies a strong presence in the linguistic landscape.
English also predominates in the schoolscape despite the school’s demographics.
According to the 2016-2017 School Comprehensive Education Plan, 90.7% of the students
at the school are Latinx. Out of a total of 637 students enrolled at the school, 312 or 48.98%
are classified as English Language Learners (ELLs). For the students enrolled in the Dual
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Language bilingual program, 303 or 47.57% of the entire school population are considered
fluent in both languages. It is important to bear in mind that not all students classified as
ELLs are enrolled in the Dual Language bilingual program. The school also has a
Freestanding English as a New Language Program with a total of 120 students or 18.84%
of the entire school population. These numbers paint a picture of a student body that is
multicultural and multilingual. However, the linguistic landscape of the school does not
reflect neither the linguistic reality of its students nor the goal of the Dual Language
program to develop literacy in two languages. Furthermore, the schoolscape does not reflect
the overwhelming Latinx majority of the school’s student body.
Now that we have answered the more specific research questions, we can consider
the broader research question:
How does the linguistic landscape of the community and the school compare and what
meanings can we infer from the difference about the power relations between English and
Spanish?
In a working-class, immigrant, and multiethnic neighborhood such as Sunset Park
(Hum, 2014), English in the linguistic landscape is used because it is the more powerful
language (Shohamy, 2007) and the language of prestige associated with upward mobility.
English is considered the lingua franca or ecumenical language as Blommaert (2013) and
Blommaert and Maly (2014) call it and is used to interact with others, even among the
Latinx population of Sunset Park. This tendency is further exacerbated in the signage
present in the community, since written English predominates in all aspects of the
community, even those in which Spanish is heard most often. Despite popular discourse to
the contrary that English is somehow threatened by language minoritized communities
(Zentella, 1994; Crawford, 2000), what the linguistic landscape of Sunset Park shows is
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that everyone, including small business owners who are often time Latinxs, are indeed
using English in a community that is 45.5% Latinx and 40.59% Spanish speaking,
according to U.S. Census data.
The overt prestige (cf. Schiffman, 2002) of English is clearly seen in the greater
proportion of linguistic landscape tokens in English only in the streetscape and in the
schoolscape. English is more powerful than Spanish and this is reflected in the linguistic
landscape. However, this fact is qualified by the fact that English and Spanish bilingualism
is used for political ends, that is, for community organizing, protest, resistance and
contestation, as we will see in Chapter Seven.
Multilingualism in the Linguistic Landscape of Sunset Park
The languages found in the streetscape of Sunset Park besides English and Spanish
include Chinese, Hebrew, Italian, Japanese, and Korean. It is not surprising to find Chinese
in the streetscape given that 30.85% of the population speaks Chinese at home. Had I
collected my data just three avenue blocks over on Eighth Avenue, my findings would have
been entirely different since Chinese predominates in the streetscape there.
Along with English, Spanish, and Chinese, Hebrew was found on signage outside a
jewelry store to let other readers of Hebrew know that the owner is Sabbath observant and
therefore a religious Jew. Like Barni and Bagna (2008), I also found that international
Italian words were used in vocabulary having to do with food. Similarly, international
Japanese and Korean words in Romanized script were used to advertise martial arts classes.
In the schoolscape, the languages included, besides English and Spanish, were
Arabic, Bengali, Chinese, Italian, and Latin. All of these languages were found on the walls
surrounding the school either on posters and fliers on the doors or on the school’s colorful
and multilingual mural.
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Latin was used officially on the seal of the City of New York, SIGILLUM
CIVITATIS NOVI EBORACI, on the school walls. Other languages, along with English,
were used symbolically on the mural of the school walls to promote values such as
strength, family, friendship, diversity, unity, togetherness, community, and uniqueness. In
most cases, these are literally the words used in the mural along with their version in the
other various languages. The multilingual schoolscape acknowledges the multilingualism of
the city and the world in which the school is located, even though English, Spanish, and
Chinese occur most frequently. Like we concluded in Chapter Five, this symbolic use of
language does not index nationality or ethnic minoritized status (cf. Landry & Bourhis,
1997). Instead, language at this school is used to espouse the ideal values the school aims
for and to create a community of practice and a community of learners. “The teaching of
values” in a multilingual school coincides with one of the “functions of signage inside the
multilingual Basque schools” studied by Gorter and Cenoz (2014).
Conclusion
Landry and Bourhis state that the symbolic function of linguistic landscape signs is
salient in contexts where language is the most important indicator of ethnic identity.
However, is it the case in the U.S. and more specifically in Sunset Park that language is the
most important indicator of ethnic identity? Out of 2,447 linguistic landscape tokens and
taking all languages into consideration, 5.01% were symbolic and likewise 5.01% were
both symbolic and informative. These proportions do not lend a lot of weight to the
symbolic value of language as an important indicator of the use of language for ethnic
conscientization. My findings are different from those of Landry and Bourhis (1997). If we
consider the proportion of signs in Spanish and in both English and Spanish, i.e. the
languages that would be important indicators of ethnic identity for the Latinx community,
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the proportion is even lower, as we saw in my answer to research question 3 above. In
public spaces, and in signage in particular, English predominates. Latinx authors of signs
do not seem to mark Spanish with the symbolic political value that it could have. They may
use Spanish and bilingualism for informative purposes, but Spanish does not seem to have
any symbolic value. In what follows in Chapter Six, I will take a critical look at some of the
paradigms that I have employed thus far, including named languages.
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Chapter Six: Disrupting Categories
When designing this study, I had to use categories of analysis that were broad
enough to apply to both the school and the neighborhood and still address my research
questions. In my review of the linguistic landscape literature, I found that categories such as
named languages, informative or symbolic function, and bottom-up or top-down authorship
were frequently used. To these I added monoglossic or heteroglossic representation of
language to account for the occurrence of heteroglossia on the signs. However, when I
began to code the linguistic landscape pictures I had gathered and parsed, I realized that
there were some linguistic landscape tokens that did not fit neatly into one or more of these
categories. I started thinking that a linguistic landscape token could incorporate both topdown and bottom-up authors. Named languages are not straightforward either as certain
“international” or transcultural terms or words can have the same meaning in two or more
languages, especially when written with the Roman alphabet. The nature of the symbolic or
informative function of signs was not straightforward either. Landry and Bourhis (1997)
theorized these functions for signs in the linguistic landscape with communities of ethnic
minoritized groups or languages in mind. However, as will be discussed below, the
symbolic function can also index other types of communities. Finally, when I decided to
utilize the categories of monoglossia versus heteroglossia, I only bore named languages in
mind. However, several categories were challenged when I came across the use of graffiti
in the linguistic landscape and had to think not only of named languages, but other sign
systems including graffiti, numbers, and international symbols for weight and currency.
Critique of the Top-down vs. Bottom-up Paradigm
When I was reading and (de)coding the linguistic landscape tokens I had collected,
it was not always clear whether the messages on the sign were authored by a small business
114

(i.e. bottom-up) or a Big Brand Name (i.e. top-down). The same linguistic landscape token
could have a top-down advertisement and local authors or voices adding to the bottom-up
part, even though the entire sign may have been commercially produced as opposed to hand
written. The methodological act of coding the signs implied first a reading of the signs, then
a decoding of them to interpret what was implicit in the messages, and finally placing them
within my methodological paradigm by coding the linguistic landscape tokens. What
happens when small businesses make signs employing Big Brand Names? The boundary
between what was top-down versus what was bottom-up was not always clear. There were
plenty of small businesses in the Sunset Park Fifth Avenue Business Improvement District.
If these small businesses make use of Big Brand Name signs on their storefronts, do these
signs then become bottom-up signs? What happens when there are both bottom-up and topdown messages on the signs? The following type of sign in Figure 15: Bottom-up or Topdown? was coded both top-down and bottom up. It was displayed by a small, independently
owned restaurant.
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Figure 15: Bottom-up or Top-down?
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Figure 15 is a good example of this fuzzy space between the top-down and the
bottom-up flows. I coded this sign as both bottom-up and top-down, informational and
symbolic, in English and in Spanish, and heteroglossic. There is a lot going on in this poster
not only because of the author(s) of the sign, but also because of the heteroglossia and
informative and symbolic messages on the sign indexing Mexican and Ecuadorian identity
through beer and food. However, I want to focus on the producers of the linguistic
messages on the poster. There are several top-down messages to sell the beer. These topdown messages include the ones printed on the pictures of the beer bottle and the beer can,
and the messages “NO GIMMICKS. NO ATTITUDE. STRAIGHT-UP GOOD BEER” and
“DISCOVER THE Especial” to the right of the pictures of the bottle and the can. I
interpreted these messages are top-down because they are authored by a Big Brand Name.
On the same poster, on the bottom, there are several messages, but I would like to draw the
reader’s attention to two messages: “EL TESO ECUATORIANO” and “TENEMOS:
MOROCHO Y HUMITAS!!!” The first message makes reference to the restaurant El
Tesoro Ecuatoriano itself by using an apocopated form of the proper noun. According to
Google Maps, the restaurant has closed permanently since I did my fieldwork. The second
message, tells customers that they have typical Ecuadorian foods5. Humita is a compact
mass of corn in a rectangular shape that is wrapped in a cornhusk and boiled and can be
either sweet or savory. Morocho is a spiced, sweet corn pudding with cinnamon and raisins.
I read these messages about the restaurant and authored by the small business as bottom-up.
In the end, the fact that using this methodological paradigm to code these signs was not

5

In this case I relied on an Ecuadorian informant to explain to me what these foods were.
As an added bonus, I had the opportunity to try these foods for myself.
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straightforward made me question the utility of the paradigm and ask myself whether
another theoretical approach might have been more useful.
Fifty-six percent of the signs in the streetscape were bottom-up signs, as we
discussed in research questions 3 and 5 above. What the predominance of bottom-up signs
in the linguistic landscape shows is that small businesses dominate the streetscape.
However, even small businesses find themselves compelled to display on their doors all the
Big Brand Names they have for sale as well as the different types of credit cards and debit
cards they accept for payment. For this reason, I was sometimes unable to classify a sign as
either bottom-up or top-down and decided that some signs can be read as both.
Critique of Informative vs. Symbolic
The informative versus symbolic paradigm was not straightforward either. I also
found that the symbolic, i.e., non-informational, can be about appealing to identities other
than the national, ethnic, linguistic, or racial. Even when a sign was symbolic, it may not
have been symbolic in the way other scholars in linguistic landscape research have used the
term.
At the school that I surveyed in Sunset Park, the principal had teachers write on a
strip of paper why they had been compelled to become teachers. These strips of paper were
then put on display on the wall by the main office so that they could be visible to the school
community and visitors. These signs are both informative in that they tell readers why the
teachers at this school chose their profession, but the messages themselves taken together
also serve to index the community of practice of teachers who come together at the school
(Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1992). A community of practice is defined by social
engagement, i.e., how people perform their identities in different places playing different
roles. In Figure 16 below, the author writes about her identity as a woman and the
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importance of this in identifying with her mother both in terms of gender as her daughter
and in terms of choosing her profession as a teacher.

Figure 16: Evidence of Symbolic Function beyond Ethnolinguistic and Creating and Identity of a Community of
Practice

Figure 16 is clearly a sign of symbolic value, but instead of indexing a connection between
language and ethnic or national identity, it connects gender, identity, and profession.
Critique of Monoglossic and Heteroglossic Representations
While reading, making meaning of, and coding the linguistic landscape tokens, it
was not always clear whether a sign was monoglossic or heteroglossic. Signs can take on
heteroglossic representations, including employing more than one writing system or
transliteration system. When deciding whether a sign had a monoglossic or heteroglossic
representation, I was really asking a question about social categories for language(s). In
other words, these paradigms of mono- versus heteroglossia and named languages also
show their fuzziness or rough edges. For example, the word mango on a handwritten sign
could be read as English, Spanish, or both depending on the linguistic repertoire of the
reader. To a monolingual reader, the sign saying mango would be monolingual and
monoglossic; but to a bilingual reader, the sign would be both English and Spanish at the
same time and heteroglossic. This is the case especially with words for Mexican food items
such as tamales, tacos, or burritos, which have become part of speech in the U.S.,
regardless of whether that speech is socially considered English, Spanish, Spanglish, or
Tex-Mex. This conceptualization is consonant with what García and Li Wei (2014) and
Otheguy, García and Reid (2015) have called translanguaging, that is, the idea that
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bilinguals, like monolinguals, have one unitary repertoire from which they select linguistic
features that are most apt to communicate a message to their interlocutor(s). Named
language categories are only social constructions; speakers have language, internal features
that make up their own repertoire. And so, the distinction we make in this dissertation
between English and Spanish is problematized when we take the perspective of the speaker.
In this dissertation, we take the perspective of named languages to be able to make the
distinctions that make up our categories.
Figure 17 below clearly shows the heteroglossia and polysemy inherent in language.
The word taco has undoubtedly been appropriated into the English language due to
linguistic and cultural contact in the Southwestern United States. Its origin, however, lies in
Spanish where it has several meanings with the food items in Figure 17 below being just
one of them.
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Figure 17: English, Spanish, Spanglish, or Tex-Mex?

At the same time, some Latinx and bilingual speakers of both English and Spanish refer
either to their language or at least to some words in their language practices as Spanglish
(cf. González Echevarría, 1997; Zentella, 1997; Stavans, 1999, 2000, 2003; Otheguy, 2007;
Otheguy & Stern, 2010) to signify how elements of their linguistic repertoire may belong to
two socially constructed categories6. I question in the title to Figure 17 whether we can call

6

There is an ongoing debate among linguists and hispanicists about the use of the term
Spanglish. Some scholars such as González Echevarría (1997), Otheguy (2007), and
Otheguy and Stern (2007) insist that it is better to speak of powerful named languages such
as English and Spanish. The hispanicist, Ilan Stavans (1999, 2000, 20003), posits that
Spanglish is a new American language capable of literary expression. Zentella (1997)
seems to take the middle road. Zentella’s scholarship is rigorous and empirical in
recognizing the many varieties of English and Spanish, yet she uses the term Spanglish to
acknowledge that it is one of many different ways of speaking and that it is also one of the
terms speakers use to refer to their speech. I think that it is speakers who decide what their
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the word “taco” English, Spanish, Spanglish or Tex-Mex. Gloria Anzaldúa, a native of the
Río Grande Valley, used the term Tex-Mex –among several others– to denote her language
in Borderlands (1987). For Gloria Anzaldúa, Tex-Mex is just one of the languages spoken
along the U.S./Mexico border and in the Río Grande Valley specifically.
Further examples of terms that demonstrates how difficult it is to categorize signs
into English or Spanish include the abbreviation lb and the symbol ¢, which are used in the
United States and several countries in Latin America as an abbreviation for a unit of weight
and as a denomination of currency, respectively. Figure 18 below is illustrative of this
heteroglossic polysemy in the linguistic landscape.

languages are called. As a linguist, I cannot tell speakers what they should call their speech.
In the Spanish-speaking world, español, castellano, or Spanglish are just some of the terms
that speakers use to make reference to their speech.
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Figure 18: Bananas

Figure 18 is heteroglossic and even transnational for several reasons. The fruit whose sale
the sign is advertising, bananas, is internationally traded. The word bananas itself is used
not only in the U.S., but in several Latin American countries as well to refer to the same
fruit. Again, this is an example of a word that could be English, Spanish, or Spanglish
depending on the reader. For a monolingual reader, this sign is perceived and interpreted as
monolingual. For a bilingual, bicultural, and transnational reader, multiple meanings and
associations are made not only with language in the U.S. and in Latin America, but with
international commerce, and the place of a banana plantation in a globalized economy. The
symbol for cents (¢) and the abbreviation for pounds (lb) also speak to the international and
economic nature of the sign. Both the symbol ¢ and the abbreviation lb signify different
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words in the Saussurean sense to speakers of different named languages, albeit with the
same meaning; regardless of whether the reader is a speaker of English, Spanish, both
English and Spanish; and regardless of whether the reader/speaker was born and raised in
Sunset Park or just migrated from a part of Latin America where the word banana is used
to name the same fruit.
Problematizing Language Categories with Graffiti
One bottom-up linguistic landscape token that I categorized as English, monolingual
and informative reads “Smart Crew USA,” as in Figure 19 below.

Figure 19: SMARTCREWUSA Graffiti

When I googled “Smart Crew USA,” I learned that this name refers to a group of graffiti
artists. They are very present on social media and have pages on Twitter, Flickr, YouTube,
and Tumblr. Upon learning this, I decided to code this sign/sticker as graffiti. Smart Crew
USA exemplifies a connection between the streetscape and the cyberscape that reoccurred
elsewhere in the linguistic landscape. The streetscape and cyberscape are two spaces that do
not exist in isolation or are disconnected from one another. The authors of the linguistic
landscape take both realities or spaces into consideration. Because there were signs which
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did not fall into any one named language such as graffiti, number signs, and icons, I
decided to create separate categories for these sign systems which in this case I called
simply “graffiti.”
In the streetscape overall, 3.86% of the linguistic landscape tokens or 105/2723
were graffiti. Unlike the use of named languages in the LL, all the graffiti linguistic
landscape tokens had a purely symbolic message. In the case of Smart Crew USA, the
graffiti can be said to index a community of practice of graffiti artists. Like in Figure 16
above, I am extending Landry and Bourhis’s (1997) definition of symbolic to include the
identities created by communities of practice such as teachers and graffiti artists. That a
community of practice exits is evidenced by the graffiti found on the street and efforts to
document the work of the community of practice online on websites using social media and
video.
Conclusion: The Linguistic Landscape is Queer
In this chapter, I have discussed how I struggled with the shortcomings of the
methodological framework I have used to study the linguistic landscape of Sunset Park.
Binaries such as bottom-up/top-down, monoglossia/heteroglossia, English/Spanish, and
informative/symbolic are structuralist in their either/or theoretical framework. By this I
mean that they are patterned after Saussurean binaries such as langue/parole and
signifier/signified. Indeed, many a sociological and linguistic theory has relied on a binary
and ultimately heterosexist framework for the interpretation of facts and making sense of
the world. I myself have said several times in this chapter that the linguistic landscape signs
were not straightforward because the world and the linguistic landscape is not straight.
What the examples put forth in this chapter show is that not all linguistic landscape signs fit
neatly into a binary system of classification. Just as the term Latino has evolved to other
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forms such as Latino/a, Latin@, and most recently Latinx, so must we as linguists grapple
with the limitations of our theoretical frameworks, push the boundaries, and realize when
things fall apart.
To paraphrase Motschenbacher (2011), this research agenda would engage in
critical heteronormativity research and take the sociolinguistics of Spanish in the U.S.
further. Critical heteronormativity research questions the use of essentializing categories
such as “male” and “female” in sociolinguistics. The problem with using such categories is
that they ignore what men and women may actually have in common. Furthermore, taking
such sex categories for granted ignores how the categories are socially constructed and
performed, and makes them seem as “natural,” when in fact there is no inherent identity in
biological sex. One approach to linguistic research proposed by Motschenbacher is
ethnography. Motschenbacher points out that ethnographic approaches to linguistics have
already questioned the construction of essentializing identities. An alternative way of
thinking about the object of my study is to instead think of the school I studied, for
example, as a community of practice. These can be defined as local communities of people
who take on specific roles coming together for a specific function. One very important
point made by Motschenbacher is that Queer Linguistics is not just about looking at the
speech of gays and lesbians, but about questioning any category which is heteronormative,
or structuralist in nature by questioning the categories in a dyad. While it is true that a queer
linguistics can help us study how gender identity is reproduced and performed, it can also
form part of a poststructuralist approach to sociolinguistics. As Cashman (2012) points out,
there is an absence of queer and gender theoretical approaches to the study of the
sociolinguistics of Spanish in the U.S. The same is also true of Linguistic Landscape
Studies (Milani, 2014).
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Chapter Seven: Political and Community Organizing in the Linguistic Landscape
Introduction
In this chapter I take a departure from the quantitative approach to the study of the
linguistic landscape utilized for the most part up until now in this dissertation. While I was
doing my data collection or field work, I noticed several signs of protest, resistance, and
contestation and community and political organizing in the streetscape. Whether I call the
work I did collecting data for this dissertation “field work” or “data collection” depends on
the epistemological approach to the field of Linguistic Landscape Studies. “Data
collection” is considered the appropriate methodology for quantitative approaches, while
“field work” is considered the appropriate methodology in qualitative or ethnographic
approaches. The field of Linguistic Landscape Studies began with mostly quantitative or
macro-sociolinguistic approaches and has evolved to include qualitative or ethnographic
approaches. Counting and cataloguing linguistic landscape signs is one place to start in the
study of the linguistic landscape, but as Blommaert and Maly (2014) propose,
methodologies and theories from other disciplines can add depth and perspective to
linguistic landscape analysis. Both quantitative and qualitative research methodologies can
tell us more about the linguistic landscape, for example, how it changes over time.
An ethnographic methodology (Blommaert, 2013; Blommaert & Maly, 2014) is
useful because it tells a story of the people who put the signs there historically. Blommaert
(2013) combines theory of semiotics and Critical Discourse Analysis and an ethnographic
methodology in his study of the Berchem neighborhood in the City of Antwerp. Collins and
Slembrouck (2004), Coupland and Garrett (2010), Hult (2009) and Martín Rojo (2012), for
example, apply Critical Discourse Analysis as a theoretical framework to the study of
linguistic landscape. Martín Rojo (2012) also used ethnography as a research method and
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Critical Discourse Analysis as a theoretical approach for her research into the linguistic
landscape of the 15M (15 May) movement in the Plaza del Sol in Madrid as well as other
occupy movements in other parts of the world.
Some of the themes I noticed as I quantified and read the linguistic landscape
necessitated an ethnographic approach in order for me to be able to discuss the themes I felt
were important and which would have been otherwise overlooked by a strictly quantitative
and macro-sociolinguistic methodology. In particular I became interested in what Spanish
or Spanish/English signs were communicating. What type of information was being given
in Spanish or to a bilingual Latinx community? Several themes emerged when I focused my
study on this question, and I consider these below. These themes are political inclusion and
anti-discrimination, cop surveillance, and anti-gentrification. In what follows, I discuss
some of these instances of contestation and political and community organizing in the
streetscape.
I consider it important to remind my reader of the socio-historical context in which I
did my field work in June, 2016, several months before the election of Donald Trump to the
presidency of the United States. This is worth pointing out as protest movements have
erupted since his election and these are most concretely evidenced not only in the
mobilization of people, but in the language of the linguistic landscape on an infinite number
of protest signs that range from post-its to billboards. However, I found that even four
months before the election, there was plenty of protesting, resisting, and community
organizing going on not only in the streetscape, but in the cyberscape as well.
As I explore the three themes that emerged from my qualitative analysis of the
messages in the linguistic landscape, I consider a topic that I had not foreseen – the
extension of the study of linguistic landscapes to include virtual space. Because of the ways
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in which signs were being used to contest politics and discrimination, resist police brutality
and organize against gentrification, most of the signs pointed readers to cyberspace. I
became aware of how the streetscape and the cyberscape were not distinct places, but were
interrelated with each other. I discuss this relationship as I explore the three topics that were
prevalent in the signage.
When I was coding the linguistic landscape tokens, I found myself having to look
up things on line, because I did not understand all the pictures of the signs that I took. This
included both graffiti (as seen in Figure 19) and Big Brand Name signs (as seen in Figures
6, 12, 14, and 15). The two mirror one another, albeit in different media. Practically every
element in the linguistic landscape from the Department of Motor Vehicles to schools has
some equivalent in the cyberscape.
While protest, contestation, and resistance is expressed and exhibited in the
linguistic landscape, the political organizing that it beckons nowadays takes place primarily
on-line. This would be one reason to explain why the cyberscape-streetscape connection
caught my attention especially in signs of protest and political or community organizing.
Political Participation and Contestation
Even though some would argue that Occupy Wall Street has ended and Zuccotti
Park was forcefully vacated of the protesters (cf. Taussig, 2015), contestation, resistance,
protest, and community organizing are ongoing processes. Community and political
organizing have been taking place around immigrant rights, gentrification, and police
brutality. Multiple resources in linguistic landscape texts are employed as forms of
community organizing in Sunset Park. Groups like El Grito de Sunset Park, Uprose, Cop
Watch Alliance, and others make evident their contestation and resistance in signage,
posters, and stickers which they put up in the neighborhood. On-line, El Grito de Sunset
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Park also announces workshops, cultural events, and posts news articles related to the
organization’s community organizing interests. Furthermore, these politicizing discourses,
whether in the cyberscape or in the streetscape, make use of both English and Spanish in
order to reach as many readers as possible. In what follows, I will begin by discussing
examples of political organizing from the top-down and work my way through examples of
contestation from the bottom-up.
From the top-down.
One example of the connection between the streetscape and the cyberscape can be
found in the political campaign flyer for Bernie Sanders in Figure 20 below directing
readers to www.berniesanders.com/es for more information in Spanish.

Figure 20: Bernie Sanders
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The sign, in Spanish, directs readers and voters to the Spanish language pages of a bilingual
website for a presidential candidate. Like the graffiti collective Smart Crew USA discussed
above in Chapter Six, Bernie Sanders also has a presence on social media sites including
Facebook. Twitter, YouTube, Instagram, and Tumblr. The Bernie Sanders website is
bilingual in English and Spanish with political organizing purposes. When one goes to the
Bernie Sanders website, one finds press releases, a media kit, information on the candidate,
a discussion of political issues, information on how to vote, and news about Bernie. In
terms of political organizing, one can sign up for e-mails, view a list of events, make a
campaign contribution, volunteer, or look for a job with the campaign.
The Bernie Sanders flyer makes several points about the candidate and his
relationship to the Latinx community. It begins by saying that Sanders fights hard for “lo
que queremos los hispanos [what we Hispanics want].” It takes on a plural, collective voice
and uses the term hispanos to index a Spanish-speaking community thereby assuming a
seamless connection between Latinxs, Spanish speakers, and the Spanish language. It then
lists two issues deemed important to the community that speaks collectively in the sign:
immigration reform and economic justice. The sign then goes on to say a bit about Sanders’
“honestidad [honesty]” and “impecable [impeccable]” moral character. Finally, the
potential voter reading the sign is urged to vote in the Democratic Primary on April 19th,
2016 and to visit the website www.berniesanders.com/es for more information. Implicit in
the sign is the political value of Spanish for organizing purposes.
The poster below in Figure 21 is another example of a sign that uses mostly Spanish
in this case for political and community organizing purposes. It is a sign from a program
run by New York City offering a “clínica legal de inmigración” [legal immigration clinic],
which also happens to be one of the issues taken up in the Bernie Sanders flyer above. The
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poster announces a reach out event which took place on June 18, 2016 at DREAM Charter
School. It announces that the program is “gratuito” [free] and “seguro” [safe]. For those
readers unable to make it to the outreach event, the poster lists two phone numbers one can
call in to make an appointment. Finally, the bottom of the poster lists participating
community organizations.
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Figure 21: ActionNYC
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Like the poster above, the website for ActionNYC also announces that one can call
either an 800-number or 311 to make an appointment. This time, however, there are
webpages in six languages including English, Spanish, Chinese, Korean, Bengali, and
Russian in another example of top-down multilingual accommodation on the part of the
New York City government. The website announces on its main page that “ActionNYC is
made up of trusted community organizations and attorneys who will provide the services
that immigrants need in the communities they call home and in the languages that they
speak.” This connection between the streetscape and the cyberscape can also be found in
the Facebook and webpages of other community organizing groups such as El Grito de
Sunset Park, which we considered in the discussion around Figure 13, as well as elsewhere.
From the bottom-up.
The flyers in figures 22 and 23 below were individually typed and posted on the
same lamppost on Fifth Avenue in Spanish and English versions. They offer good
examples of political contestation by residents in neighborhood using utilizing English and
Spanish bilingualism. I first present the English text, and then the Spanish text7.

7

I have preserved the original orthography in both figures.
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Figure 22: Equalities

The text reads:
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6/9/2016

Mail – Outlook

Based on the recent and ongoing threats by political and nonpolitical in UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA.
homophobic, racist and intolerant people.
Encouraging DISCRIMINATION and RACISM.
Based on arguments incongruent, that promote hated and DISCRIMINATION.
For people of different: nationality, language, skin color, traditions and customs.
Saying unreal things from them.
Knowing well that these people come to one end: A BETTER LIFE.
We are not: terrorists, criminals, drug traffickers, much less; rapists.
For that reason, people who live in United States, in any of the 50 states that
conforman USA.
We must unite to be a force of people who are against racism and
DISCRIMINATION.
Let behind the rivalry between us, Latinos in general.
We are looking for leaders who seek other leaders to unite and show that we are not
here, as we describe them.
UNITED WILL MAKE great things
Non-profit association.
Equalities.
Contact on Facebook.
Official site.
Equalities.
We will now consider the Spanish version of this flyer/e-mail in Figure 23 below.
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Figure 23: EQUALITIES

The text in flyer/e-mail in Figure 23 reads:
6/9/2016

Mail – Outlook
137

En base a las recientes y constantes amenazas por parte de politicos y no politicos
en ESTADOS UNIDOS DE AMERICA.
Personas homofobicas, racistas e intolerantes.
Fomentando la discriminaciòn y el RACISMO.
Basandose en argumentos poco congruentes, que fomentan el odio y la
discriminaciòn.
Hacia personas de diferente: nacionalidad, idioma, color de piel, tradiciones y
costumbres.
Disiendo cosas irreales de Los mismos.
Sabiendo bien que esas personas venimos con un solo fin; UNA VIDA MEJOR. NO
somos terroristas, delincuentes, narcotraficantes ni mucho menos; violadores.
Por esa razòn, personas que vivimos en estados unidos, en cualquiera de los 50
estados que conforman USA.
Tenemos que unirnos ser una fuerza de personas que estan en contra de el
RACISMO y la discriminaciòn.
Dejemos atras la revalidades entre nosotros, Latinos en general.
Estamos buscando lideres que busquen otros lideres para unirnos y demostrar que
no estamos aqui, Como ellos nos describen.
UNIDOS REALIZAREMOS COSAS GRANDIOSAS.
Asociacion sin fines de lucro.
EQUALITIES.
Contactanos en Facebook.
pagina oficial.
EQUALITIES.
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Unfortunately, I could not find the Facebook page for Equalities. It is also not clear why
these two fliers were composed as e-mails. Were they e-mailed to someone else who then
printed them out and posted them? We will never know and this is not really all that
important. These examples of the linguistic landscape have a connection with the
cyberscape like the several other examples that we have seen. As the heading in the
pictures reveals, the texts were composed as e-mails, the e-mail address was crossed out,
the messages were probably printed out, and then posted in the street. The discourse in
these e-mails reveals a bilingual voice speaking out against racism, homophobia,
discrimination, and xenophobia using both English and Spanish. Finally, the author of the
e-mails calls upon all Latinxs to come together in unison against several forms of
discrimination.
It is interesting that in the examples in Figures 22 and 23, both English and Spanish
are related to a Latinx audience. This is unlike the flyer for Bernie Sanders (Figure 20
above) where only Spanish is used to index the political concerns of a presumably Latinx
and Spanish-speaking community.
Another important topic that came up in the signage in the community was the
concern with police abuse. This is the topic of the next section.
Cop Watch and surveillance.
Unlike the top-down signs examined above, the following poster from Cop Watch
Alliance breaks with the political discourse around immigration and political campaigning
to create awareness about police brutality, an issue of importance for the community and
which has been in the news continuously before and after the election. Like El Grito de
Sunset Park, Cop Watch Alliance has also taken it upon itself to educate the public about
police surveillance and brutality, on the one hand, and filming and interacting with the
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police, on the other. The flyers below in Figures 24 and 25 were found on lampposts along
Fifth Avenue in both Spanish and English versions.

Figure 24: CONOZCA SUS DERECHOS

Figure 25: KNOW YOUR RIGHTS

The flyers announce a “hands-on training” session to learn about “your rights when
interacting with the NYPD [New York Police Department].” What these flyers show is that
Spanish and English are both used in political and community organizing efforts, as in
Figures 20 and 21 above. In addition to this, solidarity movements were not decimated with
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the evacuation of Zucotti Park (cf. Taussig, 2012) and the dispersal of the Occupy Wall
Street movement. Solidarity movements such as Cop Watch Alliance and El Grito de
Sunset Park went on after Occupy Wall Street and continued before the resistance
movements that are a reaction to the election of Donald Trump.
Like I said above, when I related my experience obtaining clearance from the NYC
DOE to conduct research in schools, it seems like surveillance is everywhere and goes
unquestioned in the post-9/11 New York City. Whether it takes the form of background
checks or the use of cameras to record human activity, surveillance is ubiquitous. In my
study of the linguistic landscape of Sunset Park, I found three examples of grass roots
surveillance. From small businesses, I found an example of a sign letting customers know
in English and in Spanish that they are being recorded, and another example informing the
public of a shoplifter. I also found a sign informing the police that they are being watched
with the simple word “copwatch” and icons of a person recording police brutality. The sign
informs the police that they are being watched. This act of surveillance is precise and to the
point. It subverts police surveillance of the community by letting the cops know that they
are being recorded. While the author of this “copwatch” sign is anonymous, we do know
from other signs in English and Spanish that community organizations El Grito de Sunset
Park and the Cop Watch Alliance in Figures 24 and 25 above are involved in efforts to
teach people how to talk to the police and to record the police’s actions.
Anti-gentrification signs.
My field work also revealed how Sunset Park is a neighborhood pushing back
against gentrification. Another type of solidarity movement that has also been ongoing in
Sunset Park has been a push back against gentrification and displacement. There is a
process of organizing against gentrification currently taking place and evidenced in the
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linguistic landscape as we can see in Figures 26 and 27 below and carried out in both
Spanish and English as well. In Figures 26 and 27 below, gentrification has been translated
into Spanish as desplazamiento. When we backtranslate this into English, we get
displacement. From this, we can make the case that for the people who made these signs in
Sunset Park, gentrification means displacement.

Figure 26: ZONA LIBRE DE DESPLAZAMIENTO
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Figure 27: DISPLACEMENT FREE ZONE

For the Protect Our Working Waterfront Alliance, displacement is the result of
“rising rents;” “short term leases;” “tenant harassment;” “calls, bribes, or offers to sell your
property,” and “searching for a new location.” Groups like El Grito de Sunset Park have
been also posting against gentrification on Facebook.
Leeman and Modan (2009) studied the impact of gentrification on the linguistic
landscape of Washington, D.C. The development that has been encouraged since the 1990s
opened up development to Big Brand Names such as Starbucks and CVS. In Washington
D.C. this period of development saw the commodification of the Chinese language as an
index of exoticness. These changes in the economic make-up of the District’s Chinatown
were accompanied by a change in demographics, favoring higher earning EuropeanAmericans and gentrification. Ironically for the Chinese group, municipal language policy
was used to commoditize the District’s Chinatown and displace minoritized language
speakers in favor of real estate developers, tourism, and big businesses. The “development”
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of the district did not translate into services offered to the minoritized language population
in the minoritized language. In other words, it did not result in minoritized language rights
and greater use of the minoritized language. Obviously, offering services to the minoritized
language population was not in the “development” agenda for the District. Will the same
pattern of gentrification repeat in Sunset Park? Given these outcomes of gentrification in
the nation’s capital, it is no wonder that the community of Sunset Park is pushing back
against gentrification.
It became evident to me as a researcher that the Spanish language and bilingual
signs for the Latinx community were doing much more than simply giving information to
ensure access to services, as required by New York City Executive Order No. 120 (2008).
As a matter of fact, as we saw in figures 1 and 2, only a minuscule percentage of linguistic
landscape tokens in Sunset Park are actually the result of the official multilingual language
policy at the municipal level. Rather in Sunset Park, signage in Spanish or in Spanish and
English was specifically targeting a Latinx community that had agency, was able to resist
and contest, and push back on their exclusion. I consider this relationship between language
and agency in the next section.
Spanish and Spanish/English Signage and Agency
In my study of the linguistic landscape, the concept of agency is important because
all linguistic landscape players, anyone or any entity that decides to put up a linguistic
landscape sign, is practicing agency. All linguistic landscape players, from the individuals
putting up graffiti, notes of contestation, and small business signs exercise agency.
Speakers of Spanish, English, and other languages in Sunset Park are not the mere subjects
of language policies. On the contrary, the predominance of bottom-up signs both in the
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streetscape and in the schoolscape attest to the agency of the speakers who represent their
voices and concerns in signage for the community.
What the signage encouraging political participation, police watching, antigentrification, and anti-discrimination show the reader both in the streetscape and in the
cyberscape is that English and Spanish are being used to move Latinx residents to political
ends and to exercise agency. Although Latinx bilingualism is seldom acknowledged in U.S.
society, it is used by those who want to mobilize the community to fight marginalization,
abuse by police, gentrification, and discrimination. There is clear recognition here that the
Latinx community is not just Spanish-speaking and that it not only needs Spanish to meet
communicative needs, but English as well. It shows the recognition that the Latinx
community is bilingual, powerful, agentive, and capable of resistance, and transformation.
Conclusion
Although Chapter Five showed that English predominates in the linguistic
landscape and that Spanish by itself or Spanish and English bilingualism is not of particular
symbolic weight to the Latinx community in Sunset Park, it only gives a partial sense of the
linguistic landscape of the neighborhood. The fact that English appears in 67.68% of the
signs in the streetscape is more a reflection of the makers of the signs and not necessarily of
the neighborhood as a whole or of the social issues that residents are grappling with. If
community organizations such as El Grito de Sunset Park in Figure 13, Cop Watch
Alliance in Figures 24 and 25, and Uprose in Figure 26 and 27 are using English and
Spanish to organize a Puerto Rican Day Parade and Festival, educate people about police
abuse, and push back against gentrification, it is because these issues are relevant and
important in the neighborhood, despite the very low percentage of political and community
organizing signage in the linguistic landscape. In other words, a quantitative approach to
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the linguistic landscape does not and cannot tell the whole story. If anything, the fact that
only 7.27% of the signs in the streetscape are in Spanish and that 18.58% of the signs are in
English and Spanish only shows what we already knew: that Spanish is a minoritized
language.
Bilingualism and Spanish or English monolingualism in the Latinx community in
the U.S. have remained stable since 1980. According to Okigbo (2016) the Latinx
community in the United States has presented a stable linguistic profile between 1980 and
2014. The Spanish monolingual Latinx population showed no change between 1980 and
2014 and remained stable at 7%. The English monolingual Latinx population also remained
stable and only showed a 1% change between 1980 and 2016. In 1980, 26% of the Latinx
population in the U.S. was monolingual in English and in 2016 it increased slightly to 27%.
Likewise, bilingualism also remained stable. In 1980, 67% of the Latinx population was
bilingual and in 2014 this proportion only showed a slight decrease to 66%. However,
when we consider Puerto Ricans, Mexicans, and Dominicans, i.e. the three largest national
groups in Sunset Park according to Table 2 above, we see that the Latinx community is
increasingly bilingual in English and Spanish or monolingual in English. Bilingualism
among Dominicans in the U.S. increased slightly from 75% in 1980 to 77% in 2014.
English monolingualism increased significantly among Dominicans in the U.S. from 4% in
1980 to 13% in 2014. Bilingualism among Mexicans in the U.S. decreased slightly from
67% in 1980 to 66% in 2014. English monolingualism among Mexicans in the U.S.
increased from 25% in 1980 to 27% in 2014. Puerto Ricans, the largest Latinx national
group in Sunset Park, showed the greatest change in linguistic profile. In 1980, 78% of
Puerto Ricans in the U.S. were bilingual and in 2014 that percentage dropped to 58%.
English monolingualism also increased significantly for Puerto Ricans. In 1980, 16% of
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Puerto Ricans were monolingual in English and by 2014 that proportion had increased
significantly to 40%. Between 1980 and 2014, all three national groups showed a decrease
in Spanish monolingualism. The fact that only 7.27% of the signs in the streetscape are in
Spanish and that 18.58% of the signs are in English and Spanish speaks to the increased
bilingualism and English monolingualism among the three largest national Latinx groups in
Sunset Park.
A quantitative approach to the linguistic landscape fails to capture the relevance of
the examples of political discourse in Spanish we considered in Figure 20 and contestatory
discourse in both English and Spanish in Figures 22 and 23. The political and community
organizing and the political contestation evidenced in the linguistic landscape shows that
concerns over social justice, immigration, xenophobia, homophobia, police brutality, and
gentrification are on-going processes and not merely a reaction to the election of Donald
Trump to the U.S. presidency and to the policies enacted by his administration. It will be
interesting to research how resistance and protest manifest themselves in the linguistic
landscape and whether both Spanish and English continue to be used under increased
oppression.
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Chapter Eight: Conclusions and Directions for Further Research
Conclusions
In June 2016 I took a photographic sample of 600 meters of the linguistic landscape
of Fifth Avenue in Sunset Park, Brooklyn. I then proceeded to code these linguistic
landscape items and to think about my reading of the signs by defining a linguistic
landscape token and thinking about how to code them. The sample of the streetscape I
collected gave me some 1,895 pictures, which were later divided into some 2,723
individual linguistic landscape tokens. Since that time, I have coded these tokens by named
language(s), monoglossic or heteroglossic language representation, symbolic vs.
informative message function, and top-down or bottom-up authorship. The act of coding
this quantity of linguistic landscape tokens has led me to question and critique the same
paradigms of language policy and function that I have used. I first approached this LLS as a
scholar interested in language policy, but it now seems to me that I need to read the signs
from a critical sociolinguistic perspective.
Coding the tokens made me notice several themes. The noting of these themes made
me realize that while, yes, English predominates in both the streetscape and the schoolscape
and, for the most part, they both follow the same tendencies. Spanish, and Spanish/English
nonetheless are used in signs of political and community organizing, protest, contestation,
and resistance.
Signs of protest to ensure political participation and rights, and contestation against
discrimination, police abuse, and gentrification that displaced the Latinx community were
produced in both English and Spanish. These signs of political and community organizing
and contestation make use of Spanish and Spanish/English bilingualism, granting the
Latinx community the freedom and agency they deserve. These findings have led me to the
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conclusion that while it is true that English dominates the linguistic landscape, SpanishEnglish bilingualism has political power and is used for political ends. The majority of the
themes outlined above are manifestations of protest, contestation, and resistance, which in
turn are forms of political and community organization.
It has also become obvious to me that LLS must be extended by considering the
relationship between the streetscape and the virtual linguistic landscape or cyberscape.
Community organizations such as El Grito de Sunset Park and Cop Watch NYC announce
their events not only on public flyers, but on their web pages and using social media such
as Facebook in both English and Spanish. Sunset Park has had a Puerto Rican community
since the 1960s. Thus, Spanish alone is insufficient to mobilize the Puerto Rican
community. To reach them, Spanish/English bilingualism must be put to use.
Adding to this connection between the real and virtual worlds, graffiti artists
announce their presence in the linguistic landscape on the street and exhibit their work
through social media on line using English only. The presence of signs by different groups
of graffiti artists and the graffiti itself is also political, anarchist perhaps, because it
disarticulates the linguistic order of named languages in the linguistic landscape. Graffiti is
also a form of contestation, but of a different kind semiotically.
Directions for Further Research: What Can the Linguistic Landscape Tell Us?
Tarry Hum’s (2014) book Making a Global Immigrant Neighborhood: Brooklyn’s
Sunset Park studied Sunset Park, Brooklyn from the perspective of Urban Studies and
Urban Planning by considering the racial and ethnic demographic make-up, the changes in
population over time, the changes in the job market, the connections to other
neighborhoods in New York City, and the flow of global capital. In this dissertation, I have
taken the perspective of a sociolinguist and opened up new paths for research by
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considering how language is used on signage in this diverse, multiracial, and multiethnic
neighborhood. My research has found that even though English dominates, EnglishSpanish bilingualism and even multilingualism on signage is employed by the makers of
the signs as a show of power to protest, contest, and resist the social reality affecting
people’s lives. This finding has led me to ask questions about the people and groups
making the signs and those represented on them.
Although the Mexican population of Sunset Park has surpassed the Puerto Rican
population, Mexicans in the neighborhood are not as a well-established and do not have the
political power to organize, for example, in the way that the Puerto Ricans in the
neighborhood do. Mexican immigration has been a hot topic in 2016 because of Donald
Trump’s comments calling Mexicans rapists and drug dealers (Tran, 2016).
My research has also found that just considering the linguistic landscape at the street
level of the neighborhood is not enough. I have found that the linguistic landscape of the
street exists in connection with the linguistic landscape of cyberspace. Websites and social
media pages also play a role in language policy, the use of language for political means
such as protest and contestation, and using languages to inform members of the
neighborhood and on-line communities of community organizing events. This connection
in the public sphere from the street to the cyberspace has not been adequately addressed by
fields such as Linguistic Landscape Studies, Latinx Studies, or Urban Studies.
For this dissertation, my methodology has included taking pictures of a 600-meter
strip of the linguistic landscape of the Sunset Park Business Improvement District along
Fifth Avenue. I have also considered the U.S. Census data on the racial and ethnic
composition of the neighborhood as well as the languages spoken, bilingual ability, and
national origin of the Latinx community.
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A limitation of this research is that I did not interview school administrators,
teachers, small business employees and owners, as well as members of neighborhood
organizations about their relationship to the signage. The research methods used could also
have been expanded through more ethnographic methods. I could have, for example,
attended and observed community organizing events, as well as observed classrooms as
part of ethnographic research.
As I discussed in Chapter Four, one small business employee was opposed to my
taking pictures of the signs because he did not trust my reasons for doing so. An article in
The New York Times on January 6, 2016 had reported Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE) raids in the neighborhood. Since that time, anti-immigrant raids by ICE
have continued and increased. If the shop workers are detained by ICE and deported, the
linguistic landscape signs will change. The fear of detention and deportation on the part of
the small business employees is one theme that can be explored through interviews. Fear of
ICE knocking on your door is not the only source of fear for those living in the
neighborhood. Linguistic landscape signs letting customers know that they are being video
recorded and letting the police know they are subversively being recorded are just two other
manifestations of the culture of fear in which we live post-9/11.
In another informal conversation I had with a bakery employee, we spoke about my
project and the anti-gentrification signs this business had on its doors. I learned that the
owner of the business lives in Mexico. This struck me as a success story of a transnational
community as this immigrant came to the U.S., realized the American dream of owning a
business, and was able to go back to the home country and reap the benefits of success.
However, the bakery employee expressed fear of losing his job if the building were sold
due to gentrification. It is telling that gentrification on the signs is translated as
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desplazamiento. Displacement would mean having to find another job possibly in another
neighborhood, breaking transnational ties with a business owner in Mexico, and losing the
community found in Sunset Park.
What both of these stories have in common is a fear of displacement, one through
possible deportation and another through gentrification. Fighting against possible
disruption of life in the community are community organizations such as Cop Watch NYC,
Uprose, and El Grito de Sunset Park. These community organizations directly address the
building of community by organizing the Puerto Rican Parade and Festival and they
address the fear of detention by training members of the community to deal with police.
Future research could examine the relative success of community organizations by
considering the several fronts on which they resist and contest initiatives that threaten their
community on the street, in cyberspace, and in the languages spoken in the neighborhood.
Other than asking people in the community why the signs are bilingual, I would also
have liked to broaden my research into the dual language bilingual program in English and
Spanish at a school in the neighborhood. More and more schools in New York City are
opening dual language bilingual programs and these programs have been promoted in the
media under the frame of preparing children for a globalized economy. By interviewing
teachers and school administrators, and doing classroom observations, I would like to
explore whether the political value of English/Spanish bilingualism carries over into the
school; what kinds of connections the school has with the community; and whether there is
some type of agenda at the school, whether it be political or linguistic. I cannot help but ask
myself what future bilingual education will have in the United States.
My research not only examined the global within the local in a diverse, multiethnic,
and multilingual community, but is also very timely, given the protest, contestation, and
152

resistance movements going on right now in the United States as a result of the current
presidential administration. My findings are connected to other protest, contestation, and
resistance movements that have been developing globally in diverse urban centers postOccupy Wall Street (Martín Rojo, 2012; 2014) such as Black Lives Matter, the Arab
Spring, and the New Left in Latin America.
The importance of the linguistic landscape lies in the fact that it lays bare the fiction
of the monolingual nation-state imaginary. The linguistic landscape stands in often sharp
contrast to the official monoglossic linguistic ideologies of modern nation-states, even in
places where official multilingualism exists. As we have seen throughout the examples put
forth in this dissertation, linguistic landscape players from the bottom-up use all of the
linguistic and semiotic elements at their disposal to sell goods and services, make graffiti,
and contest the order of things in the neighborhood and beyond. The linguistic landscape
shows that the makers of the signs and the audience they are intended for have a complex
relationship with named languages, global markets, and the flow of global capital.
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Appendix I: Results Categories by Languages or Sign Systems
Streetscape Categories by
Table 4
Languages or Sign Systems

Languages or
Categories

Totals Percentages

Sign Systems

Chinese

Bottom-up Sym Chi Mono 2

2
Subtotal

English

2

Bottom-up Inf Eng Hetero 2

2

Bottom-up Inf Eng Mono 819

819

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng Mono 5

5

0.07

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Graf Eng
1
Mono 1
Bottom-up Sym Eng Mono 2

2

Bottom-up Sym Graf Eng Mono
17
17
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf Eng
1
Mono 1
Top-down Inf Eng Mono 972

972

Top-down Inf&Sym Eng Mono
19
19
154

Top-down Sym Eng Mono 5

5
Subtotal

1843

67.68

155

Table 4

Streetscape Categories by

(cont'd)

Languages or Sign Systems

Languages or

Categories

Totals Percentages

Sign Systems

English &

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Chin

Chinese

Hetero 6

6

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Chi

3

Hetero 3
Top-down Inf Eng&Chi Hetero

16

16
Top-down Inf Eng&Chi Mono 8

8
Subtotal

English &

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Heb

Hebrew

Hetero 1

1.21

1

Subtotal

English &

33

Top-down Inf Eng&Ita Hetero 1

1

0.04

1

Italian
Subtotal

1

0.04

156

English &

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Jap Hetero

Japanese

3

3

Subtotal

English &

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Kor Hetero

Korean

1

3

0.11

1

Top-down Inf Eng&Kor Hetero

1

1
Subtotal

2

0.7

157

Table 4

Streetscape Categories by

(cont'd)

Languages or Sign Systems

Languages or

Categories

Totals Percentages

Sign Systems

English &

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

Spanish

Hetero 280

280

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span Mono

30

30
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Span

76

Hetero 76
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Span

1

Hetero 1
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

4

Eng&Span Hetero 4
Bottom-up&Top-down

1

Inf&Sym Eng&Span Hetero 1
Top-down Inf Eng&Span

99

Hetero 99
Top-down Inf&Sym Eng&Span

15

Hetero 15
Subtotal

506

18.58
158

English &

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Urd

Urdu

Mono 1

1

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Urdu

1

Hetero 1
Subtotal

Graffiti

Bottom-up Sym Graf 105

0.07

105
Subtotal

Hebrew

2

Bottom-up Inf Heb Mono 1

105

3.86

1
Subtotal

1

0.04

159

Table 4

Streetscape Categories by

(cont'd)

Languages or Sign Systems

Languages or

Categories

Totals Percentages

Sign Systems
Multilingual

Bottom-up Inf Multi Hetero 20

20

Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Multi Hetero 1
Top-down Inf Multi Hetero 1

1
Subtotal

Numbers

Bottom-up Inf Num 4

0.81

4
Subtotal

Spanish

22

4

Bottom-up Inf Span Hetero 1

1

Bottom-up Inf Span Mono 139

139

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Span

3

0.15

Mono 3
Bottom-up Sym Span Mono 3

3

Bottom-up&Top-down Inf Span

1

Mono 1

160

Bottom-up&Top-down Sym

1

Spanish Mono 1
Top-down Inf Span Mono 36

36

Top-down Sym Span Mono 2

2

Top-down Inf&Sym Span Mono

12

12
Subtotal

198

7.27

Grand

2723

100

Total

161

Table 5

Schoolscape Categories by
Languages or Sign Systems

Languages or

Categories

Totals Percentages

Sign Systems

English

Bottom-up Inf Eng Mono 42

42

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng

22

Mono 22
Bottom-up Sym Eng Mono

17

17
Top-down Inf Eng Mono 33

33

Top-down Inf&Sym Eng

1

Mono 1
Top-down Sym Eng Mono 1

1
Subtotal

English &

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ara

Arabic

Mono 1

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ben

Bengali

Mono 1

54.46

1

Subtotal

English &

116

1

0.47

1

162

Subtotal

English &

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Chi

Chinese

Mono 2

1

0.47

2

Top-down Inf Eng&Chi

2

Hetero 2
Subtotal

English &

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ita

Italian

Mono 1

4

1.88

1

Subtotal

1

0.47
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Table 5

Schoolscape Categories by

(cont'd)

Languages or Sign Systems

Languages or

Categories

Totals Percentages

Sign Systems

English &

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

Spanish

Hetero 2

2

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

4

Mono 4
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Span Hetero 1
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Span

5

Mono 5
Top-down Inf Eng&Span

3

Hetero 3
Subtotal

Graffiti

Bottom-up Sym Graf 3

Top-down Inf&Sym Lat

7.04

3
Subtotal

Latin

15

3

1.41

1

Mono 1
164

Subtotal

Multilingual

Top-down Inf Multi Hetero 5

5

Top-down Inf&Sym Multi 1

1
Subtotal

Mural

Bottom-up Sym Mural 21

6

0.47

2.82

21
Subtotal

Numbers

1

Bottom-up Inf Num 1

21

9.86

1
Subtotal

1

0.47
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Table 5

Schoolscape Categories by

(cont'd)

Languages or Sign Systems

Languages or

Categories

Totals Percentages

Sign Systems

Spanish

Bottom-up Inf Span Mono

38

38
Bottom-up Sym Span Mono

2

2
Top-down Inf Span Mono 2

2
Subtotal

Symbol

Top-down Sym 1

42

19.72

1
Subtotal

1

0.47

Grand

213

100

Total

166

Appendix II: Results Categories by Language Use
Table 6

Streetscape Categories by
Language Use

Language

Categories

Totals

Percentages

Use

Heteroglossic Bottom-up Inf Eng Hetero 2

2

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Span

1

Hetero 1
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Chin

6

Hetero 6
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Jap

3

Hetero 3
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Kor

1

Hetero 1
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

280

Hetero 280
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

3

Eng&Chi Hetero 3
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Heb Hetero 1

167

Bottom-up Inf Multi Hetero

20

20
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

76

Eng&Span Hetero 76
Bottom-up Inf Span Hetero

1

1
Top-down Inf&Sym

15

Eng&Span Hetero 15
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Urdu Hetero 1
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

4

Eng&Span Hetero 4
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Table 6

Streetscape Categories by

(cont’d)

Language Use

Language

Categories

Totals

Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Percentages

Use

Heteroglossic

Multi Hetero 1
Bottom-up&Top-down

1

Inf&Sym Eng&Span Hetero
1
Top-down Inf Eng&Chi

16

Hetero 16
Top-down Inf Eng&Ita

1

Hetero 1
Top-down Inf Eng&Kor

1

Hetero 1
Top-down Inf Eng&Span

99

Hetero 99
Top-down Inf Multi Hetero

1

1
Subtotal

534

19.61

169

Monoglossic

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng

5

Mono 5
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Span Mono 1
Top-down Inf Eng Mono

972

972
Top-down Inf Eng&Chi

8

Mono 8
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Urd Mono 1
Top-down Inf Span Mono

36

36
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Graf

1

Eng Mono 1
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Table 6

Streetscape Categories by

(cont’d)

Language Use

Language

Categories

Totals

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Span

3

Percentages

Use

Monoglossic

Mono 3
Top-down Inf&Sym Eng

19

Mono 19
Top-down Inf&Sym Span

12

Mono 12
Bottom-up Inf Eng Mono

819

819
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

30

Mono 30
Bottom-up Inf Heb Mono 1

1

Bottom-up Inf Num 4

4

Bottom-up Inf Span Mono

139

139
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Eng Mono 1

171

Bottom-up Sym Chi Mono

2

2
Bottom-up Sym Eng Mono

2

2
Bottom-up Sym Graf Eng

17

Mono 17
Bottom-up Sym Span Mono

3

3
Bottom-up Sym Graf 105

105

Bottom-up&Top-down Sym

1

Spanish Mono 1
Top-down Sym Eng Mono

5

5

172

Table 6

Streetscape Categories by

(cont’d)

Language Use

Language

Categories

Totals

Top-down Sym Span Mono

2

Percentages

Use

Monoglossic

2
Subtotal

2189

80.39

Grand

2723

100

Total

173

Table 7

Schoolscape Categories by
Language Use

Language Use

Categories

Totals

Monoglossic

Bottom-up Inf Eng Mono 42

42

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

4

Percentages

Mono 4
Bottom-up Inf Num 1

1

Bottom-up Inf Span Mono 38

38

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng

22

Mono 22
Bottom-up Sym Eng Mono 17

17

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ara

1

Mono 1
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ben

1

Mono 1
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Chi

2

Mono 2
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ita Mono

1

1
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Span

5

Mono 5
174

Bottom-up Sym Graf 3

3

Bottom-up Sym Mural 21

21

Bottom-up Sym Span Mono 2

2

Top-down Inf Eng Mono 33

33

Top-down Inf Span Mono 2

2

Top-down Inf&Sym Eng Mono

1

1
Top-down Inf&Sym Lat Mono

1

1
Top-down Sym Eng Mono 1

1
Subtotal

Heteroglossic

Top-down Inf Eng&Chi Hetero

198

92.96

2

2
Top-down Inf Eng&Span

3

Hetero 3
Top-down Inf Multi Hetero 5

5

175

Table 7

Schoolscape Categories by

(cont’d)

Language Use

Language Use

Categories

Totals

Heteroglossic

Top-down Inf&Sym Multi 1

1

Top-down Sym 1

1

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

2

Percentages

Hetero 2
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Span Hetero 1
Subtotal

15

7.04

Grand

213

100

Total

176

Appendix III: Results Categories by Sign Function
Table 8

Streetscape Categories by
Sign Function

Function

Categories

Totals

Informative

Bottom-up Inf Eng Hetero 2

2

Bottom-up Inf Eng Mono

819

Percentages

819
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Chin

6

Hetero 6
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Jap

3

Hetero 3
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Kor

1

Hetero 1
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

280

Hetero 280
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

30

Mono 30
Bottom-up Inf Heb Mono 1

1

Bottom-up Inf Multi Hetero

20

20
Bottom-up Inf Num 4

4
177

Bottom-up Inf Span Hetero

1

1
Bottom-up Inf Span Mono

139

139
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Eng Mono 1
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

4

Eng&Span Hetero 4
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Multi Hetero 1
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Span Mono 1
Top-down Inf Eng Mono

972

972
Top-down Inf Eng&Chi

16

Hetero 16
Top-down Inf Eng&Chi

8

Mono 8

178

Table 8

Streetscape Categories by

(cont’d)

Sign Function

Function

Categories

Totals

Informative

Top-down Inf Eng&Ita

1

Percentages

Hetero 1
Top-down Inf Eng&Kor

1

Hetero 1
Top-down Inf Eng&Span

99

Hetero 99
Top-down Inf Multi Hetero

1

1
Top-down Inf Span Mono

36

36
Subtotal

Informative &

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng

Symbolic

Mono 5
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

2447

89.86

5

3

Eng&Chi Hetero 3
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Heb Hetero 1
179

Bottom-up Inf&Sym

76

Eng&Span Hetero 76
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Urd Mono 1
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Urdu Hetero 1
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Graf

1

Eng Mono 1
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Span

3

Mono 3
Bottom-up&Top-down

1

Inf&Sym Eng&Span Hetero
1
Top-down Inf&Sym Eng

19

Mono 19
Top-down Inf&Sym

15

Eng&Span Hetero 15
Top-down Inf&Sym Span

12

Mono 12
Subtotal

138

5.01

180

Table 8

Streetscape Categories by

(cont’d)

Sign Function

Function

Categories

Totals

Symbolic

Bottom-up Sym Chi Mono 2

2

Bottom-up Sym Eng Mono

2

Percentages

2
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Span

1

Hetero 1
Bottom-up Sym Graf 105

105

Bottom-up Sym Graf Eng

17

Mono 17
Bottom-up Sym Span Mono

3

3
Bottom-up&Top-down Sym

1

Spanish Mono 1
Top-down Sym Eng Mono 5

5

Top-down Sym Span Mono

2

2
Subtotal

138

5.01

181

Grand

2723

100

total

182

Table 9

Schoolscape Categories by Sign
Function

Sign Function

Categories

Totals Percentages

Informational

Bottom-up Inf Eng Mono 42

42

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span Hetero

2

2
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span Mono

4

4
Bottom-up Inf Num 1

1

Bottom-up Inf Span Mono 38

38

Top-down Inf Eng Mono 33

33

Top-down Inf Eng&Chi Hetero 2

2

Top-down Inf Eng&Span Hetero

3

3
Top-down Inf Multi Hetero 5

5

Top-down Inf Span Mono 2

2
Subtotal

Informational

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng Mono

& Symbolic

22

132

61.97

22

183

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Span

1

Hetero 1
Top-down Inf&Sym Eng Mono 1

1

Top-down Inf&Sym Lat Mono 1

1

Top-down Inf&Sym Multi 1

1
Subtotal

Symbolic

26

Bottom-up Sym Eng Mono 17

17

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ara Mono

1

12.2

1
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ben Mono

1

1
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Chi Mono

2

2
Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ita Mono 1

1

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Span

5

Mono 5
Bottom-up Sym Graf 3

3

184

Table 9

Schoolscape Categories by Sign

(cont’d)

Function

Sign Function

Categories

Totals Percentages

Bottom-up Sym Mural 21

21

Bottom-up Sym Span Mono 2

2

Top-down Sym 1

1

Top-down Sym Eng Mono 1

1
Subtotal

55

25.82

Grand

213

100

Total

185

Appendix IV: Results Categories by Language Policy
Table 10

Streetscape Categories by
Language Policy

Language

Categories

Totals

Bottom-up Inf Eng Hetero 2

2

Bottom-up Inf Eng Mono 819

819

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Chin

6

Percentages

Policy

Bottom-up

Hetero 6
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Jap Hetero

3

3
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Kor

1

Hetero 1
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

280

Hetero 280
Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span

30

Mono 30
Bottom-up Inf Heb Mono 1

1

Bottom-up Inf Multi Hetero 20

20

Bottom-up Inf Num 4

4

Bottom-up Inf Span Hetero 1

1
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Bottom-up Inf Span Mono 139

139

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng

5

Mono 5
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Chi

3

Hetero 3
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Heb

1

Hetero 1
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

76

Eng&Span Hetero 76
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Urd

1

Mono 1
Bottom-up Inf&Sym

1

Eng&Urdu Hetero 1
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Graf Eng

1

Mono 1
Bottom-up Inf&Sym Span

3

Mono 3
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Table 10

Streetscape Categories by

(cont’d)

Language Policy

Language

Categories

Totals

Bottom-up Sym Chi Mono 2

2

Bottom-up Sym Eng Mono 2

2

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Span

1

Percentages

Policy

Hetero 1
Bottom-up Sym Graf 105

105

Bottom-up Sym Graf Eng

17

Mono 17
Bottom-up Sym Span Mono 3

3
Subtotal

Bottom-up &

Bottom-up&Top-down Inf Eng

Top-down

Mono 1
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1527

56.01

1

4

Eng&Span Hetero 4
Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Multi Hetero 1

188

Bottom-up&Top-down Inf

1

Span Mono 1
Bottom-up&Top-down

1

Inf&Sym Eng&Span Hetero 1
Bottom-up&Top-down Sym

1

Spanish Mono 1
Subtotal

Top-down

9

Top-down Inf Eng Mono 972

972

Top-down Inf Eng&Chi Hetero

16

0.33

16
Top-down Inf Eng&Chi Mono

8

8
Top-down Inf Eng&Ita Hetero

1

1
Top-down Inf Eng&Kor Hetero

1

1
Top-down Inf Eng&Span

99

Hetero 99
Top-down Inf Multi Hetero 1

1

189

Table 10

Streetscape Categories by

(cont’d)

Language Policy

Language

Categories

Totals

Top-down Inf Span Mono 36

36

Top-down Inf&Sym Eng Mono

19

Percentages

Policy

19
Top-down Inf&Sym

15

Eng&Span Hetero 15
Top-down Inf&Sym Span

12

Mono 12
Top-down Sym Eng Mono 5

5

Top-down Sym Span Mono 2

2
Subtotal

1187

43.59

Grand

2723

100

Total

190

Table 11

Schoolscape Categories by
Language Policy

Language

Categories

Totals Percentages

Policy

Bottom-

Bottom-up Inf Eng Mono 42

42

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span Hetero 2

2

Bottom-up Inf Eng&Span Mono 4

4

Bottom-up Inf Num 1

1

Bottom-up Inf Span Mono 38

38

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng Mono 22

22

Bottom-up Inf&Sym Eng&Span

1

up

Hetero 1
Bottom-up Sym Eng Mono 17

17

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ara Mono 1

1

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ben Mono 1

1

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Chi Mono 2

2

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Ita Mono 1

1

Bottom-up Sym Eng&Span Mono 5

5

Bottom-up Sym Graf 3

3

Bottom-up Sym Mural 21

21
191

Bottom-up Sym Span Mono 2

2
Subtotal

Top-down

163

Top-down Inf Eng Mono 33

33

Top-down Inf Eng&Chi Hetero 2

2

Top-down Inf Eng&Span Hetero 3

3

Top-down Inf Multi Hetero 5

5

Top-down Inf Span Mono 2

2

Top-down Inf&Sym Eng Mono 1

1

Top-down Inf&Sym Lat Mono 1

1

Top-down Inf&Sym Multi 1

1

Top-down Sym 1

1

Top-down Sym Eng Mono 1

1

76.53

Subtotal

50

23.47

Grand

213

100

Total

192
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